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Dear Public Land User: 

Enclosed is the proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final 
EnvIronmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Box Elder Planning Area. The 
Salt Lake District, Bureau of Land Management has prepared this document in 
conformance with the requirements of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

This Proposed RMP and Final EIS are designed to be used in conjunction with 
the Draft RMP/EIS published in April, 1985. This document contains the 
proposed plan along with revisions and corrections pertaining to the Draft 
Rr@/EIS, public comments received, and BLM's responses to these comments. 

The State Director shall approve the RMP no sooner than 30 days after the 
Environmental Protection Agency has published notice of receipt of the Final 
EIS in the Federal Register. -- Persons desiring to protest proposed decisions 
in this document mu-t written protests to the Director, Bureau of Land 
Management (Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 18 and C 
Streets, NW, Washington, D.C. 20240) within 30 days of the filing of the 
document with the Environmental Protection Agency. All protests must be 
received within the time limit allowed and must conform to the requirements of 
43 CFR 1610.5-2. The Final Resource Management Plan will be completed with a 
Record of Decision. 

1 want to personally thank those who participated in the development of this 
plan. I hope your involvement will continue as we move into the 
implementation and monitoring phases of the plan and develop activity plans in 
specific programs. 
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Abstract: This Proposed Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
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HOW TO USE 
THIS DOCUMENT 

This document consists of three sections: the 
Summary, the Proposed Resource Management 
Plan (RMP), and the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). It is intended that this 
document be used together with the Draft 
RMP/EIS. 

The Summary reviews the development of this 
document and the previously published Draft 
RMP/EIS. The Summary also highlights the 
major actions found in the Proposed RMP 
portion of this document. 

The Proposed RMP includes the decisions 
wlhich would be required for each resource 
program. The maps represent the proposed 
decisions. Any differences between the 
preferred alternative in the Draft RMP/EIS and 
the Proposed RMP are noted. 

Tlne Final Environmental Impact Statement 
includes public comments and responses, the 
environmental consequences of the Proposed 
RMP, and revisions and corrections of the Draft 
RMP/EIS. 
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SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The following summary briefly reviews the 
development of this document and its 
companion volume, the Draft Box Elder 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement. The information presented in 
this document is organized in two sections, the 
Proposed Resource Management Plan and the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. The 
purpose of this organization is to focus 
attention on the management decisions that are 
being proposed for the planning area. In 
response to both public comments and internal 
review, changes have been made and not6d 
between the preferred alternative described in 
the Draft RMP/EIS and the Proposed RMP 
outlined in this document. The environmental 
consequences of the Proposed RMP are 
described in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement portion of this document. 

ISSUES 

Resource management plans deal with all 
resource programs in a planning area. However, 
only those aspects of current resource 
management which are felt to be issues are 
examined through the formulation and 
evaluation of alternatives. An issue may be 
defined as an opportunity, conflict, or problem 
regarding the use or management of public 
lands and resources. 

Four major issues will be addressed in the Box 
Elder Resource Management Plan. These issues 
were identified based on input from the public, 
BLM resource specialists and managers, and 
other government agencies. 

ISSUE 1: Land Ownership Adjustments 

The Box Elder Planning Area is currently an 
intermingled, checkerboard pattern of Federal, 
State, and private lands. This pattern has 
resulted in resource management problems 
concerning livestock grazing, watershed, 
wildlife habitat, off-road vehicles, forest 
products, and historic/cultural resources (e.g., 
the old Central Pacific Railroad grade), along 
with trespass and vandalism. Access difficulties, 
for both BLM and the public, also occur. 
Effective on-the-ground improvements may be 
precluded in some areas because of a lack of 
public land blocks. Landownership adjustments 
are needed to achieve rnore efficient 

management for protection and utilization of 
public resources in the area. 

ISSUE 2: Vegetation Management 

Management changes appear to be needed in 
some areas to improve the condition of the 
vegetation resource and its relationship to 
wildlife habitat and livestock forage. Conflicts 
between livestock grazing, wildlife habitat, 
watershed, and other uses may be responsible 
for problems with vegetation. Riparian habitat is 
considered especially important because of its 
relationship to watershed protection, water 
quality, wildlife habitat diversity, and forage 
production. Protection of crucial wildlife habitat 
is needed in some areas. Possibilities exist for 
reintroduction of wildlife into historic range; 
implications of these reintroductions must be 
addressed. 

ISSUE 3: Mineral Development 

It is BLM’s continuing mineral resource policy 
to “foster and encourage. . . the orderly and 
economic development of domestic mineral 
resources.” 

Opportunities exist within the Box Elder 
Planning Area to develop these minerals under 
the principles of balanced, multiple-use 
management while protecting other resources. 

ISSUE 4: Off-Road Vehicle Use 

Off-road vehicle (ORV) use causes conflicts 
with other resources and uses in portions of the 
planning area. Wildlife such as mule deer and 
sage grouse are sometimes harassed by ORV 
users during crucial periods. ORV use has 
resulted in the deterioration of existing roads 
and trails and has created new trails because of 
cross-country travel. This cross-country use 
has aggravated the erosion of the watershed in 
some areas. ORV users have harassed livestock 
during the critical lambing and calving periods. 
Trespass and associated damage on private 
lands is a major concern of the local public. 
Appropriate levels of motorized use in these 
conflict areas need to be determined. 

PLANNING CRllTERlA 

The following criteria have been established to 
guide the development of the Resource 
Management Plan. 

3 



SUMMARY 

(1) The overall objective of land use planning 
for the Box Elder Planning Area will be 
sustained multiple use of the public land. 

(2) The RMP will be consistent to the 
maximum extent with the plans and 
management programs of local and State 
governments, consistent with Federal laws and 
regulations, and coordinated with other Federal 
agencies. 

(3) Participation by the public will be a key 
factor in decision-making, 

(4) Social and economic impacts to local 
communities resulting from public land 
management will be considered. 

(5) The effect of public land management on 
neighboring land will be considered. 

(6) The planning process will identify those 
lands which will best serve public needs by 
being retained in Federal ownership, and those 
lands which are difficult or uneconomical to 
manage or would best serve important public 
objectives by their disposal. All public, land 
tracts in the planning area will be placed in a 
disposal or retention category. 

Types of realty actions will be prioritized 
according to how well they serve the public and 
resolve management conflicts. Realty actions 
which do not serve the public interest or resolve 
problems will be eliminated from consideration. 

Decisions will not be made in the RMP about 
specific realty cases. 

(7) Exploration and development of minerals 
will continue to be a priority, subject to those 
measures necessary to adequately protect other 
values and uses. 

(8) A decision will be made for each allotment 
and will include: 

l Allotment boundaries. 

l Permittees in the allotment. 

l Class of livestock. 

l An identification of authorized forage for 
livestock, wildlife, watershed, or other 
necessary purposes. 

l Season-of-use. 

More detailed parts of the grazing program will 
be made in the allotment management plans. 

(9) Adjustments of the grazing preference of 
permittees will only be made if adequate data 
exists and demonstrates a need for change. If 
adequate data does not exist, the decision will 

be to monitor. Objectives, types of studies, key 
species, and other basic components of the 
monitoring program will be established. 

(10) Decisions about specific range, wildife, or 
watershed improvements will not be made in 
the RMP, but rather will be made in the activity 
plans. Improvements are considered in this plan 
for environmental impact assessment purposes. 
The RMP will develop standard requirements 
for improvements. 

(11) Decisions will be made for the 
designation of: 

0 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. 

l Off-road vehicle use areas. 

e Fluid mineral leasing categories. 

* Visual Resource Management classes. 

(12) The management, use and protection of 
water sources, water, riparian zones, and other 
related values will be given a high priority. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
IN THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Four alternatives were considered in detail in 
the Draft RMP/EIS. Within each alternative, a 
complete resource management plan which 
described both issue and non-issue related 
resource programs was analyzed. The four 
alternatives are briefly described below. 

Alternative 1 

This alternative described the continuation of 
current management and was identified as the 
no-action alternative. 

Alternative 2 

This alternative provided a balance between 
resource development and resource protection. 
Some aspects of this alternative stressed 
development, such as land disposal, access, 
and off-road vehicle use, while other aspects 
stressed protection, such as withdrawing lands 
from mineral entry and designating Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern. This alternative 
was identified as BLM’s preferred alternative in 
the draft RMP/EIS. 

Alternative 3 

This alternative emphasized protection of 
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resources, including wildlife habitat, watershed, 
visual resources and non-motorized recreation, 
while allowing compatible resource 
development activites. 

Alternative 4 

This alternative emphasized resource 
development and protected other resources to 
the extent required by laws and regulations. 

Public Input 

More than 170 public comments in 25 public 
comment letters were received. In addition, a 
total of 23 comments were made by four 
cornmentors at a public hearing held in Brigham 
City. Responses to these comments have been 
formulated and are included in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement portion of this 
document. The comments resulted in several 
modifications of the Draft RMP/EIS. 

PROPOSED DECISIONS 

This RMP includes proposed decisions for each 
resource program in the Box Elder Planning 
Area. Proposed decisions for some programs, 
such as cultural resources and forest resources, 
would continue the current management. Other 
proposed decisions, such as off-road vehicle 
designations, would implement formal 
designations for the first time. In most other 
resource programs, proposed decisions 
represent adjustments or revisions of existing 
management practices. Summaries of the major 
proposed decisions follow. 

Lands-A total of 1,003,477 acres would be 
retained in public ownership and 8,317 acres 
would be disposed. Avoidance areas for right- 
of-ways would be established to protect 
sensitive resource values. 

Minerals-The current mineral withdrawal of 
6,840 acres would continue. An additional 381 
acres near Donner and Bettridge Creeks would 
be withdrawn from locatable mineral entry. 

Revised fluid mineral leasing categories would 
be applied to the planning area as follows: 

Open with Standard Sipulations 800,732 acres 
Open with Special Stipulations 213,726 acres 
Open with No Surface Occupancy 3,861 acres 
Closed to Leasing 0 acres 

Applications for removal of other leasable 
materials or common variety mineral materials 
would continue to be handled on a case-by- 

case basis. 

Range-Initial forage use by livestock would be 
as follows: 

Cattle 29,850 AUMs 
Sheep 15,539 AUMs 
Domestic Horses 315 AUMs 

Allotments would continue to be monitored so 
that proper stocking levels can be established. 
Specific rangeland improvement projects to 
meet resource objectives would be determined 
through the development of Allotment 
Management Plans (AMPS). 

Roads (8 miles) will be constructed to provide 
access to Baker Hill and the southeast portion 
of Dove Creek Allotments. 

Air, Soils and Watershed-BLM would continue 
to evaluate these resources on a case-by-case 
basis and ensure that they are maintained or 
improved. Water rights for water use on public 
land will be acquired and protected. Water 
quality will be monitored in selected areas. 
Measures for meeting objectives for maintaining 
or improving the overall watershed quality 
would be initiated. Measures for meeting 
objectives for riparian areas would be initiated. 

Wildlife Habitat-BLM would cooperate with the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) in 
reintroductions of bighorn sheep in the Pilot 
and Newfoundland Mountains and pronghorn in 
the old sheep trail area. BLM would not agree to 
a reintroduction of elk in the Grouse Creek/Raft 
River Mountains. Mule deer use would continue 
at current levels. Stipulations would be 
established to protect sensitive wildlife values 
from surface disturbing activities. Habitat 
Management Plans (HMPs) would be prepared 
for six important wildlife areas. Initial forage use 
for big game species would be as follows: 

Mule deer 15,570 AUMs 
Elk 344 AUMs 
Pronghorn 1,586 AUMs 
Bighorn sheep 248 AUMs 

Recreation-Off-road vehicle (ORV) 
designations would be applied to public lands 
in Box Elder County as follows: 

Open 
Limited 
Closed 

999,634 acres 
12,160 acres 

0 acres 
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Visual Resources-Visual Resource 
Management (VRM) classes would be 
established and applied to public lands as 
follows: 

VRM Class I 0 acres 
VRM Class II 10,930 acres 
VRM Class III 73,581 acres 
VRM Class IV 927,283 acres 

Cultural Resources-Cultural resources would 
continue to be evaluated and protected on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Forest Resources-Forest resources on public 
lands would continue to be managed under the 
1984 Bear River Resource Area Forestry 
Management Plan until 1987, when the plan will 
be revised or updated as needed. 

Fire Management-A fire suppression plan 
would be developed and would include full and 
limited suppression areas along with prescribed 
fire areas. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern- 
Approximately 1120 acres of public land along 
Donner and Bettridge Creeks and 250 acres 
along the Old Central Pacific Railroad Grade 
would be designated a,s Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC). 

Plan Implementation and Monitoring 

The Proposed RMP presented in this document 
would be implemented over a period of years. 
The ability of the Salt Lake District to complete 
the identified projects is directly dependent 
upon available funding. The priorities for 
accomplishment will be reviewed annually and 
may be revised based on changes in law, 
regulations, policy, or economic factors. A 
monitoring system will be developed to 
determine the effectiveness of the proposed 
decisions and the need for future modification. 



INTRODUCTION 

PROPOSED 
BOX ELDER RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

This plan contains the proposed decisions for 
management of public lands in Box Elder 
County. Changes between the preferred 
alternative of the Draft RMP and the proposed 
plan are noted. A rationale for each proposed 
decision is also provided. The plan does not 
contain information on environmental 
consequences. This information is found in the 
second portion of this document, the Final EIS. 

LANDS PROGRAM 

Proposed Decision 1 

Retain a total of 1,003,477 acres of public land 
as def:ined by the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 in Federal 
ownership. This public la,nd will be retained 
except for two specific kinds of actions: (1) 
exchanges and (2) conveyances under the 
Recrea’tion and Public Purposes Act of June 14, 
1926 as, amended (43 USC. 869 et seq.). 

Proposals for land exchanges shall meet one or 
more of t,he following criteria with a higher 
priority given to those proposals with the 
greatest net gain in public values: 

(1) Acquire areas that have common property 
lines, not corners, with existing public land, and 
that increase,the efficiency of public land 
management.‘The cumulative total of adjoining 
public lands that would result after acquisition 
must be at least 1,920 acres. 

(2) Acquire areas where there is a net gain of 
the following values: 

l Riparian and aquatic habitat including 
springs, streams and marshes. 

a Public lands within or adjacent to Areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern and 
Visual, Resource Management Classes II 
and III areas. 

(3) Dispose of areas wit.h serious unauthorized 
use and boundary dispute problems, if every 
reasonable attempt under existing law has been 
made to resolve the problem without a suitable 
solution and the lands are not needed for any 
important resource value. 

Rationale 

Congress has declared that’it is the policy of 
the United States to retain public land in 
Federal ownership unless as a result of the 
planning process a disposal is determined to be 
in the national interest. 

It has been determined through the inventory 
and land use planning process that these 
1,003,477 acres contain significant multiple use 
values as defined in FLPMA, including but not 
limited to: 

livestock grazing, including the 
stabilization and development of the 
livestock industry dependent upon 
Federal lands; 

fish and wildlife development and 
utilization, including the maintenance of 
habitat and food supplies for the fish and 
wildlife dependent upon the public lands 
and maintained under Federal and State 
programs; 

mineral production, such as through 
material sales, free use permits, and 
mineral leases; 
outdoor recreation, including the 
provision or preservation of adequate 
areas of public hunting and fishing 
grounds, the provision of needed 
conservation of recreation areas, scenic 
areas, natural beauty, open space, and 
public access thereto; 

watershed protection, including the 
protection of frail lands, conservation of 
productive soils and water supplies, and 
prevention of damage and loss due to 
excessive runoff, flooding, and siltation; 

woodland product production; and 

archaeological, historic, and scientific 
resource protection and management. 

The retention of these public lands and their 
resource values are needed to meet the present 
and future needs of the American people, and 
to achieve the maximum future use taking into 
account the long-term needs for renewable and 
nonrenewable resources. The decision is based 
on a consideration of the relative values of the 
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resources and not necessarily on the use that 
will give the greatest economic return or the 
greatest unit output. 

The requirement to achieve a minimum 
disturbance of existing users is met. 

The majority of the lands in Box Elder County is 
private, and generally devoted to single uses or 
other more limited uses than on public land. 
The decision to retain this public land is based 
on the relative scarcity of the values involved 
and the availability of alternative means and 
sites for realization of these values. 

The lands are needed to protect or enhance 
Federal programs, by such means as the control 
of access, exclusion of non-conforming 
inholdings, and maintenance of efficient 
management areas. 

These lands do not meet the criteria for 
disposal required by the law and regulations. 

The land ownership pattern in the Box Elder 
Planning Area is very complex as a result of the 
historic disposal action. This ownership pattern 
results in difficult, ineffective management of 
both the public and private lands. Exchanges 
would allow the readjustment of ownership 
patterns without a net loss of Federal ownership 
or natural resource values if they are allowed 
under the criteria listed above. As a general 
rule, exchanges wherein the acreage acquired 
would not result in a continuous block of at 
least 1,920 acres of public land would not be 
allowed. Significant improvement of public land 
management rarely results from exchanges 
resulting in less than 1,920 acres of continuous 
public land. 

This proposed decision differs from the 
Preferred Alternative of the Draft RMP/EIS in 
that it omits the exchange criteria related to 
wildlife habitat, watersheds, areas with higher 
than average forage production potential, areas 
where BLM has made on-the-ground 
investments, and the Pilot Mountains. Although 
these areas contain important public values and 
will continue to be considered in exchange 
proposals, it was felt that the values and/or 
areas described are too broad and all 
encompassing to be used effectively as criteria 
for accepting or rejecting a proposal. Areas in 
Visual Resource Management Class III were 
added because it was felt that the public ValUeS 

within these areas were significant enough to 
serve as a criterion for accepting or rejecting an 
exchange proposal. The remaining criteria, as 

stated in the proposed decision, represent 

overwhelming public values that would be 
determining factors in each exchange proposal. 

Proposed Decision 2 

The following tracts of public land (see Table 1 
and Figure 1) will be disposed: Tracts 1, 2, 3, 4, 
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 
22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 36, 37, 38, 
41. They will be disposed of by any appropriate 
method under the law. 

Tracts 5, 6, 7, and 25 will be transferred to the 
adjoining Federal agency. If that agency 
indicates in writing that it does not wish to 
acquire the tract(s) or refuses to take the 
appropriate steps necessary to begin the 
acquisition of the tracts within 2 years of the 
agency being notified of the effective date of 
this plan, the tracts will be disposed of by any 
appropriate method under applicable laws. 

Tracts 33, 34, 35 and 40 will be transferred to 
the adjoining Federal agency. If that agency 
indicates in writing that it does not wish to 
acquire the tract(s) or refuses to take the 
appropriate steps necessary to begin the 
acquisition of the tracts they will be retained 
under BLM administration. All of the above 
tracts total 8,317 acres. They are listed in Table 
1 and shown on Figure 1. 

Rationale 

In Section 203 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976, Congress has allowed 
the disposal of public land when such tract, 
because of its location or other characteristics, 
is difficult and uneconomical to manage as part 
of the public lands and is not suitable for 
management by another Federal department or 
agency. The tracts listed for disposal in this 
decision clearly fit these criteria. Two tracts (14 
and 32) were added to the list of tracts 
proposed for disposal in the Preferred 
Alternative of the Draft RMP/EIS. These tracts 
were added to the disposal category due to 
public request, potential difficulties in 
negotiating an exchange, and the isolation and 
unmanageability of these areas. Five tracts (16, 
20, 21, 22, 41) originally considered for disposal 
in Alternative Four of the Draft RMP/EIS have 
been added for similar reasons. No significant 
environmental consequences would result if 
any or all of the above tracts were disposed. 
Tracts that may be suitable for management by 
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TABLE 1 

Tracts Proposed for Disposal or Transfer 

Tract 
Number Tract Location Acres 

T. 6N., R. 5W., 
1. Sec. 6: &SE% 80.0 

Sec. 7: Lots 1, 2, 5, 6 & 7 
NE%, EQJWk, SE% 580.62 

T. 6N., R. 6W., 
2. Sec. 12: LOtS 1-4 94.8 

T. 8N., R. 2W., 
3. Sec. 15: Lot 8 1.85 

T. 8N., R. 7W., 
4. Sec. 8: Lots 1 & 2, E&NE% 137.96 

T. 9N., R. 4W., 
Sec. 11: Lots 3 84 4 19.0 

2 Sec. 35: Lot 6 2.79 

T. 9N., R. 5W., 
7. Sec. 6: Lots 1-12, SE% 609.58 

T. lON., R. 2W., 
8. Sec. 29: Lot 7 .50 

T. ilk, R. 5W., 
9. Sec. 12: SW%SW% 40.00 

T. llN., R. 6W., 
10. Sec. 14: S%SE'ri 80.0 

T. llN., R. 7W., 
11. Sec. 26: E%SE% 80.0 

T. llN., R. 18W., 
12. Sec. 20: NE%, E%SE& 240.0 

T. 12N., R. 4W., 
13. Sec. 6: Lots 2, 3, 84 10 49.5 

T 12N 
14. l Sec.*i4!*A?" 640.0 

Sec. 15: All 640.0 
sec. 22: All 640.0 
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Table 1, Continued 

Tract 
Number Tract Location 

T. 12N., R. 14W., 
Sec. 3: E&SE% 

Acres 

15. 80.0 

T. 12N., R. 17W., 
Sec. 34: WJiNW% 16. 80.0 

T. 13N., R. 2W., 
Sec. 26: NW%NW% 

E%SW%, SW%SW% 
17. 
18. 

T. 13N., R. 8W., 
Sec. 12: All 19. 640.0 

T. 13N., R. 13W., 
Sec. 12: E&E+ 
Sec. 14: W%NW% 

20. 
21. 

160.0 
80.0 

T. 13N., R. 14W., 
Sec. 2: WSW$ 22. 86.43 

T. 13N., R. 15W., 
Sec. 13: Lots 11, 12 23. 

T. 13N., R. 18W., 
Sec. 8: NW%SE% 24. 

T. 14N., R. 3W., 
Sec. 3: Lots 1 8! 7 25. 77.21 

T. 14N., R. 4W., 
Sec. 6: Lot 4 
Sec. 12: NE%SW% 

26. 
27. 

T. 14N., R. 5W., 
Sec. 34: E$ 28. 320.0 

T. 14N., R. 7W., 
Sec. 20: SE%NE%, NE%SE% 29. 80.0 

T. 14N., R. 8W., 
Sec. 26, Lots l-7, NW%SE% 30. 295.31 

T. 14N., R. 9W., 
Sec. 12: &NE% 31. 80.0 

T. 14N. R. llW., 
Sec. 14: W$NW%, SE%NW% 
Sec. 15: SE%NE%, E&SE%, SW%SE% 
Sec. 22: NE% 

32. 120.0 
160.0 
160.0 

10 
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Table 1, Continued 

Tract 
Number 

33. 

Tract Location 

T. 14N., R. 14W., 
Sec. 1: SE%SE% 

Acres 

40.0 

T. 14N., R. 15W., 
34. Sec. 22: !&NW%, SW%, WJrSE% 320.01 
35. Sec. 23: Lots 3, 4, &NW% 175.31 

T, 15N., R. 4W., 
36. Sec. 25: Lots l-4 13.5 

Sec. 26: Lots l-4 12.72 
Sec. 27: Lots l-4 15.34 
Sec. 28: Lots l-4 18.36 
Sec. 29: Lots l-4 17.74 
Sec. 33: N% 320.0 
Sec. 34: NW%NE%, NW%, N%SW% 280.0 

T. 15N., R. 6W., 
37. Sec. 25: Lots l-4 8.26 
38. Sec. 31: Lots 8-16l 100.85 

39. 
T. 15N., R. llW., 

Sec. 30: Lots l-4 163.39 

40. 
T. 15N., R. 14W., 

Sec. 27: Lots l-4 
Sec. 28: Lots l-4 

42.71 
79.22 

T. 14N., R. 15W., 
41. Sec. 15: SE%SW% 40.00 

Sec. 22: NE%NW% 40.00 

TOTAL 8,316.83 

lSection is currently being resurveyed. Description and acreage are 
preliminary and may vary slightly depending on results of final survey. 
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another Federal agency and otherwise meet the 
disposal criteria have been separately identified 
and will be disposed of only after the adjoining 
Federal agency has indicated a lack of interest 
in them. Tracts that may be suitable for 
management by another Federal agency but 
otherwise do not meet the disposal criteria will 
be retained by BLM if the adjoining Federal 
agency is not interested in acquiring them. Two 
tracts (35, 36) were considered disposal tracts 
in Alternative Four of the Draft RMP/EIS, but 
because they are adjacent to National Forest 
land they should be considered for transfer to 
the Forest Service. 

to avoid environmentally sensitive areas and to 
meet the needs of the local populace. 

Proposed Decision 3 

The utilization of rights-of-way in common shall 
be considered whenever possible. Rights-of- 
way will, to the maximum extent possible, avoid 
the following areas: 

(1) lands within 0.5 mile of sage grouse 
strutting grounds if the disturbance would 
adversely impact the effectiveness of the lek. 

(2) lands within 600 feet of riparian/aquatic 
habitats. 

This proposed decision differs from the 
Preferred Alternative in the Draft RMP/EIS. 
Slopes over 30 percent were added as 
avoidance areas because it was felt that they 
would typically be adversely impacted by rights- 
of-way proposals. VRM Class III areas were 
thought to have special public values that 
should be considered and were therefore added 
as avoidance areas. The criteria of 100 yards 
adjacent to riparian/aquatic habitats was 
changed to 600 feet to make this restriction 
consistent with those for mineral activities. The 
area within 100 yards of live waters was 
eliminated as an avoidance area criterion 
because the stipulation regarding 
riparian/aquatic areas would include all live 
waters. 

Proposed Decision 4 

Legal and physical access needs will be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis depending 
on the nature of the access to be obtained, the 
priority in meeting management objectives, and 
the availability of sufficient funding. 

(3) lands within VRM Class II and III areas. 

(4) lands where an above-ground right-of-way 
would be an obvious visual or physical intrusion 
such as ridge tops or nlarrow drainages. 

(5) lands with slopes greater than 30 percent. 

Exceptions may be permitted based on 
considerations of the following criteria: 

Rationale 

l type and need for facility proposed and 
economic impact of facility, 

l conflicts with otlher resource values and 
uses, and 

0 availability of alternative routes and/or 
mitigation measures. 

Specific access needs will undoubtedly be 
identified as various resource planning 
decisions are implemented and land patterns 
change. BLM’s current policy of evaluating 
access on a case-by-case basis is the most 
effective way to handle these future needs. 
Although easements were identified for 
acquisition in the preferred alternative, public 
comments and BLM’s reevaluation of the 
proposals and alternatives indicated that a need 
for this legal access does not presently exist. 

Note: See also seasonal restrictions described 
in Proposed Wildlife Decision 7. 

Rationale 

MINERALS PROGRAM 

Proposed Decision 1 

Section 503 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 states, 
“In order to minimize adverse environmental 
impacts and the proliferation of separate rights- 
of-way, the utilization of rights-of-way in 
common shall be required to the extent 
practical . . ” 

Continue to process applications for the 
removal of common variety mineral materials 
including sand and gravel and leasable minerals 
other than fluid minerals on a case-by-case 
basis. Stipulations to protect important surface 
values will be required based on 
interdisciplinary review of each proposal. 

BLM’s intention is to make every reasonable 
effort when considering right-of-way proposals 

12 
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PROPOSED BOX ELDER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Rationale 

This is BLM’s current policy for managing 
leasable minerals other than fluid minerals and 
common variety minerals in Box Elder County 
and was part of the Features Common to All 
Alternatives section in the Draft RMP/ElS. 

Proposed Decision 2 

Prepare an application to withdraw from 
mineral entry under the mining law 
approximately 381 public land acres underlain 
with Federal minerals in Donner and Bettridge 
Creek drainages. The purpose of the withdrawal 
would be to protect the Lahontan cutthroat 
trout, a threatened species. The withdrawn area 
would include T, 4N., R. l9W., Section 20, Lots 
1, 2, 3 and 4 (61 acres) and Section 22 (320 
acres). The proposed withdrawal is shown in 
Figure 2. 

FIGURE 2 

Proposed Mineral Withdrawal 
Donner and Bettridge Creeks 

R19W R 18W R 17 w 

T6N 

T5N 

T4N 

Continue the withdrawal U-52338 
(Interpretation Withdrawal Public Water 
Reserve 107) which limits mineral entry on 
6,840 acres (see legal descriptions in Appendix 
1) for protection of water sources. 

The remainder of the planning area would 
remain open for locatable mineral entry. 

Rationale 

Bettridge Creek and Donner Creek are a unique 
combination of rare and/or fragile resources on 
the Pilot Mountains in western Box Elder 
County. Some recent studies by a BLM fisheries 
biologist identified that one of the last pure 
strains of Lahontan cutthroat trout exists in 
these streams. This trout is a threatened 
species; a decision to protect their habitat from 
disturbance is consistent with BLM policy and 
law. The acreage differs from the acreage listed 
in the Preferred Alternative in the Draft 
RMP/EIS because a portion of the Federal 
surface previously included was found not be 
be underlain with Federal minerals. 

Water is a precious commodity in Utah as well 
as most western states. Proper management of 
this resource is a crucial element in the multiple 
use management concept developed in Box 
Elder County. The decision to continue 
withdrawal U-52338 protects this precious 
commodity. 

The majority of public lands and mineral estate 
in the planning area would remain open to 
mineral entry, which is consistent with current 
executive orders and Federal regulations. 

Proposed Decision 3 

Categorize the Federal mineral estate in Box 
Elder County for fluid mineral leasing in the 
least restrictive category which will adequately 
protect other resources and land uses. Lands 
would be placed in categories as follows (also 
see Figure 3): 

Category 1: Open for leasing 800,732 acres 

Category 2: Open with special 
stipulations 

The special stipulations are: 

213,726 acres 

(1) In order to protect crucial mule deer winter 
range, exloration, drilling and other 
development activity will be allowed only from 
April 16 to November 30 and not allowed from 
December 1 to April 15. This limitation does not 
apply to maintenance and operation of 
producing wells. This stipulation affects 83,840 
acres. If the lessee can demonstrate that 
operations can take place without impact to the 
resource being protected, an exemption to this 
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stipullation may be granted, if approved in 
writilng by the authorized officer in consultation 
with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. 

(2) In order to protect crucial raptor nesting 
sites, exploration, drilling and other 
development activity within 0.5 mile radius of 
the siites will be allowed from July 16 to 
February 28, and not allowed from March 1 
through July 15. This limitation does not apply 
to maintenance and operation of producing 
wells. This stipulation affects 17,920 acres. 

If the lessee can demonstrate that operations 
can take place without impact to the resource 
being protected, an exemption to this 
stipulation may be granted, if approved in 
writing by the authorized officer in consultation 
with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. 

(3) In order to protect crucial sage grouse 
breeding complexes, exploration, drilling and 
other development activity within 0.5 mile 
radius of the complexes will be allowed from 
June 16 to March 14 and not allowed from 
March 15 through June 15. This limitation does 
not apply to maintenance and operation of 
producing wells. This stipulation affects 23,680 
acres. 

If the lessee can demonstrate that operations 
can take place without impact to the resource 
beinlg protected, an exemption to this 
stipulation may be granted, if approved in 
writing by the authorized officer inconsultation 
with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. 

(4) In order to protect visual resources in VRM 
Class II and III areas, activities in these areas 
will be located and designed in a way to meet 
Class II and III management criteria. This 
limitation does not apply to maintenance and 
operation of producing wells. This stipulation 
affects 84,511 acres. 

If the lessee can demonstrate that operations 
can take place without impact to the resource 
beinlg protected, an exemption to this 
stipulation may be granted, if approved in 
writing by the authorized officer. 

(5) In order to protect crucial riparian habitat 
and municipal and non-municipal watershed 
areas, no occupancy or other surface 
disturbance will be allowed within 600 feet of 
live water. This limitation does not apply to 
maintenance and operation of producing wells. 
This stipulation affects 3,535 acres. 

If the lessee can demonstrate that operations 
can take place without impact to the resource 
being protected, an exemption to this 

PROPOSED BOX ELDER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

stipulation may be granted, if approved in 
writing by the authorized officer. 

(6) In order to protect crucial watershed areas, 
no occupancy or other surface disturbance will 
be allowed on slopes in excess of 30 percent. 
This limitation does not apply to maintenance 
and operation of producing wells. This 
stipulation affects 149,715 acres. 

If the lessee can demonstrate that operations 
can take place without impact to the resource 
being protected, an exemption to this 
stipulation may be granted, if approved in 
writing by the authorized officer. 

Category 3: No Surface 
Occupancy 3,861 acres 

The following stipulations will be applied to 
areas which will be leased but where no surface 
occupancy will be permitted: 

(1) All or part of the land in this lease is 
included in a critical area for a threatened, 
endangered, or sensitive species. Therefore, no 
occupancy or disturbance of the surface of the 
land is authorized. This stipulation affects 381 
acres in Donner and Bettridge Creeks which 
contain Lahontan cutthroat trout. 

If the lessee can demonstrate that operations 
can take place without impact to the resource 
being protected, an exemption to this 
stipulation may be granted, if approved in 
writing by the authorized officer in consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

(2) All or part of the land in this lease is 
included in the Golden Spike National Historic 
Site. Therefore, no occupancy or disturbance of 
the surface of the land is authorized. This 
stipulation affects the Golden Spike National 
Historic Site which encompasses 2,240 acres. 

If the lessee can demonstrate that operations 
can take place without impact to the resource 
being protected, an exemption to this 
stipulation may be granted, if approved in 
writing by the authorized officer with 
concurrence of the National Park Service. 

(3) All or part of the land in this lease is 
included in a significant historical site. 
Therefore, no occupancy or disturbance of the 
surface of the land is authorized. This 
stipulation affects the old Central Pacific 
Railroad grade which encompasses 1,240 acres. 

If the lessee can demonstrate that operations 
can take place without impact to the resource 
being protected, an exemption to this 
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PROPOSED BOX ELDER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

stipulation may be granted, if approved in 
writing by the authorized officer with 
concurrence of the State Historic Preservation 
Officer. 

Category 4: Closed to Leasing 0 Acres 

Rationale 

To be consistent with the national energy 
policy, the Box Elder Planning Area was 
categorized so that the Federal mineral estate in 
the area will be in the least restrictive category 
which would adequately protect the resources. 
Areas containing the most valuable, rare, and/or 
unique resource values within the planning area 
were placed in more restrictive categories, 
where conlflicts could be mitigated using special 
stipulations and/or allowing no surface 
occupancy. 

These proposed decisions differ from the 
Preferred Alternative in the Draft RMP. Riparian 
areas and municipal/non-municipal watershed 
in Categoiry 2 increased from 395 to 3,535 acres 
because a 600-foot buffer zone was added to 
bring the decision into compliance with District 
policy. The radius around sage grouse strutting 
grounds was changed from 2 miles in the 
Preferred Alternative to 0.5 mile in this 
Proposed Decision because 0.5 mile would 
adequately protect the areas. Devil’s Playground 
was chaniged from Category 3 to Category 2 in 
which the appropriate stipulation for protection 
of visual resources could be applied. The 
acreages and areas in VRM Class II and III were 
increased1 due to a re-inventory of visual 
resources in the county (see Visual Resource 
Management Program Proposed Decision 1). 
The acreage of Donner and Bettridge Creeks in 
Category 3 decreased from 980 to 381 acres due 
to a deletion of non-federal mineral lands in the 
area. 

RANGE MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM 

Proposled Decision 1 

Categorize the grazing allotments as shown in 
Table 2 based on present resource conditions 
and the potential for improvement. The 
Category M (Maintain) allotments will generally 
be managed to maintain current satisfactory 
range conditions. Category I (Improve) 
allotments will be managed to resolve conflicts 
and improve resource conditions. Current 
management will continue on Category C 

(Custodial) allotments to prevent resource 
deterioration. 

Rationale 

BLM’s policy for rangeland management is to 
categorize allotments to help focus 
management attention on those areas with the 
greatest management problems and the 
greatest potential for improved productivity. 

Management appears to be satisfactory on 22 
allotments in Category M. These allotments are 
producing forage at or near production 
potential. Production potential in Category M 
allotments must be moderate to high. Range 
condition is satisfactory, and no resource or use 
conflicts exist. 

Management appears to be unsatisfactory on 16 
allotments in Category I. These allotments are 
currently producing forage below their 
moderate to high potential. Present range 
condition is generally unsatisfactory and 
significant resource or use conflicts exist. 

Due to land ownership pattern, topography, 
production potential, or location, intensive 
management of the Federal land is not practical 
on 20 allotments in Category C. Limited 
resource or use conflicts exist on these 
allotments. 

Proposed Decision 2 

Prepare allotment management plans for all 
Category I and three Category M allotments as 
shown in Table 2. 

The objective of Category I AMPS would be to 
resolve resource or use conflicts through 
implementation of rangeland improvement 
projects or other managment procedures such 
as season-of-use adjustments, increases and 
decreases in livestock numbers, and grazing 
systems. All rangeland improvements would be 
subject to BLM’s specifications and stipulations. 

The objective of Category M AMPS would be to 
formally document the current management, 
which is felt to be satisfactory. 

Development of AMPS will consider all other 
resources and uses. Future levels of funding 
and manpower may require some adjustments 
in the timely development of AMPS. 
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IMPROVE (I) CATEGORY 
AMP A 

ALLOTMENT NAME PRIORITY(l) COMPLET%N DATE 

MAINTAIN (M) CATEGORY (4) CUSTODIAL (C) CATEGORY (9) 
AMP 

ALLOTMENT NAME PRIORITY COMPLETIOti"iATE ALLOTMENT NAME 

Goose Creek 
Raft River 
Janey Spring 
Hardesty Creek 
Grouse Creek 
Dry Canyon 
Kimball Creek 
Cycle Springs 
Pine Creek 
Lucin/Pilot 
Warm Springs 
Terrace (3) 
Basin L&L 
Dove Creek 
Baker Hills 
North Kelton 

2 December 15. 1986 

March 31 1987 (2) 
December'31, 1987 
y;; ;;, 1991 

1990 
March 31: 1988 
March 31 1990 
December'31, 1992 
February 28, 1989 
March 20, 1991 
March 31. 1988 
February-28, 1989 

September 36, 1986 
November 1, 1987 
September 30, 1987 

TABLE 2 
ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION AND AMP DEVELOPMENT 

(1) 

13 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

!A!TnFasture(5) i 
Junction Creek 
Lynn (6) 
Buckskin (6) 3 
Red Butte (6) 
Inqham (7) % 
Ingham Pass 
White Lakes 
Owl Springs 
u & I 
Newfoundland 
Young Bros 
Ward 
Mann 
Matlin 
Red Dome 

E;rx 
Black Rock 
South Kelton(8) 5 
Snowville 

Dec. 31, 1987 
Death Creek 
Muddy Creek (7) 

KSU!al:ey 
March 31, 1988 
March 31, 1988 

Kilgore 

March 31, 1988 
Watercress (7) 
Yost Isolated 
Leppe (7) 

Shaw Springs 
Fisher Creek 
Ten Mile 
Curlew Junction 
Salt Wells 
Rozelle Flats 
Golden Spike 
Conner 
Ida-Ute 
Naf 

September 30, 1988 

AMP priorities have been set for the Grouse Creek and Park Valley areas. 
priorities, two number 2 priorities, etc. 

Therefore, there are two number 1 
Priorities with the same number will be done concurrently, 

The AMP for this allotment will be incorporated into a Multiple Use Management Plan. 
The boundary dispute in this allotment will be solved by the implementation of the Dove Creek AMP 
the AMP is signed, 

When 
the remainder of this allotment not incorporated into the Dove Creek Allotment'will 

change to the Maintain category. 
;;',;,in this category are not planned at this time, except as noted. 

these allotments will be put into AMPS by priority. 
If funding becomes available in the 

The Rait River Allotment when incorporated with Yost Pasture will also be incorporated into the existing 
AMP. 
The Red Butte/Pine Creek Allotments will be incorporated into the Ingham Allotment AMP. 
Allotment will be incorporated with the Grouse Creek Allotment AMP. 

The Buckskin 

These allotments will come under AMPS as follows: Muddy Creek, Rosebud, 
combined with Cycle Springs, Ingham Pass, 

and Watercress Allotments will be 
and Warm Sprin 

will be combined with the Lucin Pilot and the Rosette wi B 
s Allotments into one allotment. 
1 

Le 

incorporation, 
become part of the Dove Creek Al10 ment. 

the Custodial allotments will assume the category of the principal allotment. 
! 

pe Allo;';;;; 

In the time period between the initial tentative categorization of allotments and the preparation of the 
Proposed RMP it has been determined that the category of this allotment should be changed from 
Maintain. 

Im 
Range improvements accomplished in Fiscal Year 1985 have eliminated most resource conf ! 

rove to 
icts. 

It is doubtful that AMPS will be developed for these allotments, except as noted in (5), unless funding 
becomes available. 

7 ,I 1>,,/*, l,Yi 10 ,m 81” I,,> I LI, “11, “1, I,, I.. /,, 88, ,,“I,.,,” 1,/W” /, ,151 /,JJ, ,, 1, 5, 1/, 1 ,I * ,,,,El ., .“1,A I// ,/,I II ,V,I, an ,n, Y 8,s .A. L ,,.,mn 



PROPOSED BOX ELDER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Rationale 

AMPS are the specific activity plans which allow 
for detailed evaluation and management actions 
within an allotment. These activity plans will be 
developed on all allotments where resource 
conditions and potential justify the need for the 
plan. Specifically, they will be developed on all 
Category I allotments and high priority 
Category M allotments. Category C and low 
priority Category M allotments will not have 
AMPS developed at this time. 

Proposed Decision 3 

Implement allotment consolidations as shown 
in Table 3. Divide Rosebud Allotment in half. 
Half will be a new allotment; half will be added 
to lngham Pass, Muddy Creek, Warm Springs, 
Cycle Springs, and Watercress Allotments. 
These allotments will form a new, large 
allotment which has not yet been named. Divide 
the combined Leppe and Lucin-Pilot Allotment 
into Lucin and Pilot Allotments. 

TABLE 3 

Allotment Consolidations 

COMBINED ALLOTMENTS 

Rosette, Dove Creek 
Red Dome, Matlin 
Red Butte, Pine Creek 
Leppe, Lucin-Pilot 
Raft River, Yost Pasture 
Water Cress, Rosebud, 
lngham Pass, Muddy Creek, 
Warm Spring, Cycle Spring 

NEW ALLOTMENT NAME 

Dove Creek 
Matlin 

Red Butte 
Lucin and Pilot 

Yost Pasture 
Not Yet Named 

Rationale 

Consolidation of two or more allotments: 

l facilitates the development of AMPS and 
grazing systems, 

l facilitates the movement of livestock 
through a grazing system, 

0 in most cases, allows management 
flexibility, 

0 results in administrative efficiency (i.e. 
billing, use-supervision), and 

0 reduces costs for the permittees and 
BLM. 

All of the allotments are geographically 
homogeneous. Generally, the permittees in one 
allotment are the same as those in the 

assimilating allotment. The proposed 
consolidations are administratively logical and 
offer the opportunity for increased management 
efficiency with a minimum of investment. In all 
cases, the resulting allotment will be classified 
in Category I. 

Following the publication of the Draft RMP/EIS, 
additional allotments which could benefit from 
consolidation were identified . Therefore, the 
consolidations shown in Table 3 include several 
additions to those identified in the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Division of Rosebud Allotment will result in 
improved range conditions for the following 
reasons: 

(1) The Conrad Maxfield portion of the 
Rosebud Allotment will be part of the Allotment 
Management Plan for the new combined 
allotment. 

(2) The Lynn James and Lee Pritchett portion 
will be used in conjunction with private lands. 

(3) The division will result in the opportunity 
to design and implement grazing systems which 
will enhance the range resource, aid in 
distribution of livestock, and increase the 
efficiency of forage utilization. 

The Lucin/Pilot Allotment is the largest 
allotment in the planning area. The topography 
is such that all major vegetative sites can be 
found within the allotment boundary. As a 
result, the allotment is both underutilized and 
overutilized in areas due to poor distribution. In 
addition, areas that should be grazed during the 
winter months are being grazed during the 
summer. It is felt that dividing the allotment 
would facilitate development of pasture systems 
in the resulting allotments as well as solve 
conflicts among permittees. 

Proposed Decision 4 

Authorize the following initial forage use in the 
Box Elder Planning Area: 

Cattle 29,850 AUMs 
Sheep 15,539 AUMs 
Domestic Horses 315 AUMs 

The initial forage use is the current active 
preference level. Appendix 2 lists initial 
authorized use by allotment. 

BLM will continue to monitor the allotments to 
assure that these levels are proper or determine 
if adjustments from active preference are 
needed. 
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On allotments with suspended non-use AUMs 
(i.e., active preference is below total 
preference), the suspended AUMs may be 
reinstated on a temporary, non-renewable basis 
to the level which current monitoring studies 
indicate. This temporary non-renewable 
reinstatement of suspended AUMs may be 
made permanent after being substantiated by a 
minimum of 5 years of monitoring data. 

On Red Dome and Matlin Allotments, BLM will 
issue a temporary 60-percent increase in three 
increments of 20 percent each. The inc’rease 
would be in the form of temporary, non- 
renewable AUMs and would be issued in the 
first, third, and fifth years of a 5-year period. If 
monitoring data support the increase, the 
increase would be made permanent. 

On Peplin Allotment, BLM will grant a 
temporary, non-renewable increase’of 10 
percent (28 AUMs) in earlier livestock turn-out 
time or numbers of animals for 5 years. If 5 
years of monitoring data support the increase, it 
would be made permanent. 

After range improvements are accomplished, 
additional AUMs could be granted in some 
allotments. The AUMs would be granted on a 
temporary, non-renewable basis until 
monitoring data substantiate a permanent 
adjustment. 

Rationale 

BLM has conducted a soil and vegetative 
inventory as well as livestock utilization and 
actual use studies in the planning area. Trend 
studies have been established; the initial data 
will be available this year with several collection 
periods to follow. The above mentioned 
information along with personal observations 
generally indicate that authorized livestock 
grazing preference is proper. Monitoring 
studies will be conducted to assure that the 
levels are proper or determine if adjustments 
from active preference are needed. 

Reinstatement of suspended non-use AUMs on 
a temporary basis is practical in some 
allotments due to an observed increase in 
availability of livestock forage. This increase in 
forage is the result of successful fire 
rehabilitation seedings and other range 
improvements such as water systems. These 
improvements have aided in overall distribution, 
which in turn has resulted in more uniform 
utilization. Additional studies will provide the 
necessary data for BLM to determine if active 
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preference should be increased on these 
allotments. 

Evidence exists that not all public land in Red 
Dome and Matlin Allotments was adjudicated 
for forage during the 1967 adjudication process. 
In addition, utilization studies since 1979 
indicate that average utilization has been 25 to 
28 percent with actual livestock use at 90 
percent of preference. 

On Peplin Allotment, actual use at 98 percent of 
preference has resulted in an average 23 
percent utilization over the last 4 years. Peplin 
Allotment is in primarily late seral condition. 

Proposed Decision 5 

Maintain the current livestock seasons-of-use 
on 33 allotments. Change the current seasons- 
of-use on 25 allotments as shown in Table 4 to 
better meet the requirements of key species. 

Rationale 

On 25 allotments the season-of-use will be 
changed to prevent or reduce further 
physiological damage to the range resource. In 
17 of these allotments, the season-of-use will 
not change until an AMP is developed and 
implemented. In the remaining seven 
allotments, the season-of-use will change 
following the criteria as noted in Table 4. 
Season-of-use changes will facilitate the 
implementation of grazing systems, which will 
further maintain or improve the vegetative 
resource. 

The following allotments were identified for 
season-of-use changes in the draft RMP/EIS 
but will remain as presently authorized: Death 
Creek, Dairy Valley, and Hirschi. After 
reevaluation by District personnel, it was 
determined that the current season-of-use 
should continue. The changes previously 
identified would not significantly improve the 
vegetative resource or management of the 
allotments. 
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ALLOTMENT 

Goose Creek 

Junction Creek 

Raft River 

Janey Spring 

Hardesty Creek 

Grouse Creek 

Dry Canyon 

Kimball Creek 

Buckskin 

Red Butte 

Ingham 

Muddy Creek 

Ingham Pass 

Cycle Springs 

Rosebud 

Watercress 

Pine Creek 

Lucin/Pilot 

Leppe 

Warm Springs 

Basin L & L 

Dove Creek 

Black Rock 

North Kelton 

Snowville 

Proposed Season-of-Use Changes 

CURRENT SEASON 
OF USE CLASS 

Cattle 

Cattle 

04/01-l 2/31 (6) 

05/01-05/31 
ll/Ol-11/30 

Cattle 

Cattle 

Cattle 
Horses 

03/16-04115 

05/10-06125 

04/16-12/15 
05/01-10/15 

(6) 

05/01-10/15 
05/01-10/15 

Cattle 
Horses 

05/01-10/15' 
05/01-10/15 

Cattle 
Horses 

X8f 
Cattle 
Horses 

05/16-09130 06/01-09/30 (3) 
05/01-09/30 06/01-09130 (3) 

04/01-04130 
04/01-04/30 
ll/Ol-11/30 
ll/Ol-11/30 

Cattle 
Horses 
Cattle 
Horses 

Cattle 

Cattle 

Cattle 

Cattle 

Cattle 
Sheep 

04/01-04/30 
04/01-04/30 
ll/Ol-11/30 
ll/Ol-11/30 

05/01-09/15 

07/01-09/30 

08/11-lO/lO 

06/01-08/10 

02/16-12/15 (6) 
04/11-04127 
12/03-12123 

Cattle 

Cattle 
Horses 
Cattle 
Horses 

Cattle 
Sheep 

l;,":;e 

Cattle 

12/16-04/15 

05/01-05/15 
05/01-05/15 
lO/Ol-10/15 
10/01/10/15 

05/16-02/28 (6) 
04/01-04114 

Ol/Ol-03128 
Ol/Ol-03/15 

04/10-04130 
11/20-12/20 

Cattle 

Cattle 
Horses 

Cattle 

Cattle 

C5ah::lpe 

12/20-04119 

10/16-04/30 (6) 
12/01-04/30 

04/16-06/15 

ll/Ol-03/31 

11/15-04/30 (6) 
Ol/Ol-02122 

Table 4 

PROPOSED SEASON 
OF USE - 

(1) 

04/16-05/15 (2) 

(1) 

(1) 
(11 

05/15-10/15 
05/15-10/15 

(1) 
(11 

(11 

I i,' 
(1) 

06/O]-09/30 (41 

(11 

(11 

(11 

‘1’ I I 1 

(11 

(1) 

Ii! 
(1) 

(4) 

(1) 
(11 

See note explanation on page 24. 23 



NOTES 

(1) Season-of-useA~it;a;eInn;; as currently permitted until an AMP is completed 
and signed. , the season-of-use could be adJusted to meet the 
requfrements of the AMP. 

(2) The current season-of-use will be permitted until 12/31/87 at which time 
the allotment will be incorporated into the Yost Pasture system. If the 
incorporation does not take place by the above date, the proposed 
season-of-use will be implemented. 

(3) The current season-of-use will be permitted until an AMP is implemented. 
If an AMP is not signed, the proposed season-of-use will become effective. 

(4) The season-of-use in this allotment will remain the same as is currently 
permitted, unless the permittees within the allotment cannot agree on a 
nc;s;z allotment division and sign an AMP by 03131188. If an AMP is not 

, the proposed season-of-use will become effective. 

(5) lh;,;;;ing date for the grazing will be negotiated with the permittee. 
, the ending date will not exceed 09101. 

(6) ;~~s~a;;;e:hown are the outside parameters of the grazing,season. Within 
, various permittees ~111 graze livestock at different times. 

(7) This will be the allowable season-of-use unless an AMP is developed. 
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Proposed Decision 6 

Physical access will be constructed, subject to 
available funds, on public lands within the 
following legal descriptions (also see Figure 4): 

Description Miles 

1. T.llN.. R.13W. Sections6, 7, 18 3 miles 

2. T.llN., R.13W. Sections 14, 15, 16 3 miles 

3. T.llN., R.13W. Section 1 

T.11 N., R.12W. Section 6 

T.l2N., R.12W. Sections 31, 32, 33, 34 2 miles 

FIGURE 4 

Proposed Physical Access 

R14W R13W R12W 

T12N 

Tll N 

TlON 

qationale 

BLM currently does not have access into two 
grazing allotments, Baker Hills and Dove Creek 
(southeast portion). Effective range monitoring 
and utilization studies require that BLM 
personnel have vehicular access to the 
allotments. 

Proposed Decision 7 

Continue to work with Box Elder County in the 
control of noxious weeds which are invading 
road rights-of-way and native ranges. 

Rationale 

This is BLM’s current policy for dealing with 
noxious weeds in Box Elder County and was 
part of the Features Common to All Alternatives 
Section in the Draft RMP/EIS. 

AIR, SOIL AND WATERSHED 
PROGRAM 

Proposed Decision 1 

Soil, water and air resources will continue to be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Such an 
evaluation will consider the impacts of any 
proposed project to soil, water and air 
resources in the affected area. Objectives of the 
air, soil, and watershed programs will be 
coordinated and implemented through other 
resource management programs. Watershed 
management activity plans will be written as 
needed for other areas. 

Water quality will be maintained or improved in 
accordance with State and Federal standards, 
including consultation with State agencies on 
proposed projects that may significantly affect 
water quality. Management actions on public 
land within Donner Creek and Bettridge Creek 
watersheds and any single family domestic 
water sources will be designed to protect water 
quality and quantity. 

Air quality will be maintained or improved in 
accordance with State and Federal standards, 
including consultation with State agencies on 
proposed projects that may significantly affect 
air quality. Management actions on public land 
will be designed to protect against significant 
air quality deterioration. 

Close coordination will be maintained with the 
State in the development or modification of 
their air quality implementation plans to assure 
BLM management-options such as prescribed 
fire and smoke management are maintained. 
Coordination with the State will be continued 
on appropriate air quality classifications 
whenever BLM-managed areas of special 
concern (e.g., ACECs and scenic areas) have 
been identified as significant features or 
characters. 

Rationale 

The Clean Water Act, the Soil Conservation Act, 
and the Clean Air Act set objectives for these 
resources and give requirements to be met. 
Stipulations will be attached as appropriate to 
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ensure compatibility of projects with soil, water 
and air resource management and compliance 
with applicable Federal and State air and water 
standards, regulations and implementation 
plans. 

Proposed Decision 2 

Acquire and protect water rights for water use 
on public land as directed by the Regional 
Solicitor and maintain them in cooperation with 
the State Engineer. Existing water rights will be 
evaluated to determine whethertheyare 
adequate in quantity and location to meet 
resource management requirements. Water 
rights will be placed in a program for rapid 
access and update. Future resource 
management requirements may result in the 
need to change existing water rightsand 
acquire additional water rights. Private water 
rights on public lands will be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis to assurethatwater not 
needed for public uses is available for private’ 
use. 

Rationale 

Water rights are required by the State for any 
and all uses ofwaterexceptfor Public Water 
Reserve 107.waters. Generally, water demand 
exceeds supply and creates conflict between 
users. Water rights allow proper development 
and use of the water resource by water right 
holders. 

Proposed Decision 3 

Monitor selected perennial streams and 
Rosebud Station for water quality trend to 
insure that management activities o.n public 
lands comply with existing State water quality 
standards. BLM management activities will be 
coordinated with the Utah State Water 
Engineer,the Utah Division of Environmental 
Health,and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency for proper water management. The 
streams presently being monitored,their 
general locations and classifications are listed 
in Table 5 and shown in Figure 5. 

TABLE 5 

PERENNIAL STREAM LOCATIONS 
AND 

STATE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS CLASSIFICATION 

STREAM GENERAL LOCATION CLASSIFICATION 

Donner Creek 
!!I Bettridge Creek 

T. 4N., R. 19W., Sec. 28 lC, 3A, 4 
T. 4N., R. 19W., Sec. 22 lC, 3A, 4 

3. Meadow Creek T. 13N., R. 19W., Sec. 14 
4. Hardesty Creek T. 14N., R. 19W., Sec. 35 

ylcl;ssifiedl 

5. Pole Creek T. 14N., R. 18W., Sec. ;;lO 3A' 4 

6. Birch Creek 
f. ;!5;., R. 19W., Sec. 3A: 4 

R. 18W., Sec. 34-35 
7. Pine Creek, South Fork T: 12N:: R. 17W., Sec. 36 
8. Little Pole Creek T. 13N., R. 17W., Sec. 28 
9. Kimball Creek T. 12N., R. 17W., Sec. 4 

T. 13N., R. 17W., Sec. 34 
;;. Red Butte Creek, North Fork T. llN., R. 17W., Sec. l-3,10 3A: 4 

Red Butte Creek, South Fork T. llN., R. 17W. Sec. 12-14 . 
Potters Creek 

15: Raft River 
T. 12N., R. 16W., Sec. 32-33 
T. 14.N., R. 16W., Sec. 8-lo,17 

14. Rock Creek T. 13N., R. 14W., Sec. 12 
T. 13N., R. 13W., Sec. 18 

15. Fisher Creek T. 13N., R. 13W., Sec. 6,8 
16. Dunn Creek, Left Fork T. 13N.,R. 13W., Sec. 6 

lPresently unclassified stream that is expected to be classified as 3A, 4. 

Classifications - 1C Domestic water source 
3A Cold water fishery 
4 Agricultural water 
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Rationale 

Perennial streams are important water sources 
for wildlife, livestock, aquatic habitat, 
agricultural and domestic use. Water quality 
suitable to such uses needs to be maintained to 
ensure that these water sources continue to be 
available in the future. Executive Order 12088, 
Federal Compliance with Pollution Control 
Standards, dated October 24, 1978, directed 
that all Federal agencies comply with local 
standards and limitations relating to water 
quality. 

Proposed Decision 4 

Identify and evaluate areas of erosion on public 
land to meet the following objectives: 

l Identify the erosion source(s) on public 
land; 

l Evaluate improvement potential and 
prioritize areas for improvement; 

a Identify methods for improvement which 
will maintain or improve the water and 
vegetative resources while providing for 
livestock and wildlife use as well as the 
maintenance of the watershed; 

l Monitor vegetation and water conditions 
on the watershed. 

Drainages to be evaluated include: Kimball 
Creek, Red Butte Creek, Grouse Creek, 
Rosebud Creek, Pole Creek, Birch Creek, Raft 
River and the north end of the Pilot Mountain 
Range. 

Rationale 

In several drainage areas that are generally 
within a slight to moderate erosion condition 
class, erosion could accelerate if preventative 
and corrective actions are not taken. BLM is 
mandated by numerous laws including FLPMA, 
the Clean Water Act, and the Soil Conservation 
Act (1935) to maintain or improve the Overall 
watershed quality including the water and 
vegetative resources. 

Proposed Decision 5 

Manage riparian areas, including the stream 
riparian areas shown in Figure 5, for multiple 
use purposes such as wildlife, range, watershed 
and recreation. Riparian areas located on public 
lands will be managed to meet the following 
objectives: 

b Identify the condition of riparian areas; 

l Evaluate potential for improvement and 
prioritize projects to achieve this 
potential; 

l Maintain or improve riparian areas to a 
satisfactory condition; 

l Provide for the management necessary to 
meet the above goals and allotment 
specific objectives in activity plans, 
including applicable habitat management 
plans, allotment management plans, and 
the Goose Creek Multiple Use 
Management Plan; 

l Seek cooperative efforts with adjoining 
landowners and other resource 
management agencies. 

Rationale 

Riparian areas are an important resource for 
many land use activities. As a consequence, 
riparian areas become highly controversial, 
requiring intensive management. BLM is 
mandated by Executive Order 11990 and 
manual requirements to manage these areas for 
multiple use while providing for protection and 
improvement of the areas. 

Proposed Decision 6 

Delineate the 100 year and 500 year floodplains 
on major drainages on public lands that include 
human occupation or facilities using currently 
established techniques. These floodplains 
include ‘Grouse Creek, Goose Creek, Junction 
Creek, and Raft River. Once the floodplains are 
delineated, BLM will manage these areas to 
meet the following objectives: 

l Retain all public lands within the 500 ye.ar 
floodplains; 

l Take all necessary management actions 
to protect human life and minimize 
property damage; and 

l Restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial values of floodplains. 

Rationale 

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain 
Management, requires that floodplains and 
flood hazards be considered in all public land 
management, Appropriate management actions 
to reduce loss of life and property are required. 
The planning area has high potential for flash 
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flooding as a result of heavy summer 
thunderstorms. 

Wildlife Program 

Proposed Decision 1 

The following criteria must be met prior to BLM 
agreeing to big game reintroductions on public 
lands within the planning area: 

(1) BLM policy requirements as stated in 
Manual 6820 must be met. 

(2) The species to be established must meet 
the definition of a reestablishment 
(reintroduction) as defined in Manual section 
6820.0%. 

(3) The reintroduction must be approved or 
sponsored by the Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources (UDWR). 

(4) An Environmental Assessment (EA) and 
Habitat Management Plan (HMP) must 
determine: 

a that the reintroduction will not negatively 
affect any native endangered, threatened 
or sensitive species, either plant or 
animal; 

l that land use conflicts which cannot or 
have not been resolved will not result 
from the reintroduction. (In cases where 
the release may be of greater benefit than 
the competing use, the release may take 
precedence. Forage allocation for the 
proposed population will be based upon 
non-competitive forage availability, and 
UDWR will secure agreements with 
adjoining landowners.) 

0 what studies are necessary to monitor the 
reintroduction. 

(5) Effective quarantine procedures must be 
implemented to insure that the release stock is 
disease-free. 

(6) Following the completion of the EA and 
HMP, a Cooperative Agreement between BLM 
and UDWR must be prepared to authorize the 
big game reintroduction. 

The above decision applies only to big game 
species. Federally threatened, endangered and 
sensitive species will follow similar procedures 
but will be handled on a case-by-case basis. 
Fisheries and upland game species are not 
affected by this decision but must meet the 
criteria outlined in the Master Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) between UDWR and the 
BLM. 

Rationale 

It is BLM policy to cooperate with state wildlife 
agencies, where possible, to reintroduce native 
species into historic ranges. The Master MOU 
between the BLM and UDWR also calls for this 
cooperation. The above criteria meet the Master 
MOU and BLM manual requirements for the 
reintroduction of big game species. 

Proposed Decision 2 

Agree to and cooperate in a bighorn sheep 
reintroduction on the Pilot Mountain Range, not 
to exceed 30 animals on public lands in the 
planning area as specified in the Pilot Mountain 
HMP and accompanying cooperative transplant 
agreement. As noted in the HMP, BLM 
recognizes that an additional 30 animals would 
be allowed on the Utah side of the mountain 
range since approximately half the available 
habitat which the herd will utilize is located on 
private or State-owned land. Additional habitat 
and animals would be available on the Nevada 
side of the mountain range. A total of 64 AUMs 
would be allocated for use by the reintroduced 
bighorn sheep. Proposed bighorn sheep 
reintroduction areas are shown in Figure 6. 

Rationale 

The Pilot Mountain HMP has analyzed this 
transplant and determined that no major 
resource conflicts exist and that suitable habitat 
and forage are available. A cooperative 
transplant agreement has been drafted. No 
conflicts are expected. 

Proposed Decision 3 

Do not agree to the UDWR proposed elk 
reintroduction onto public lands on the Grouse 
Creek/Raft River Mountain ranges. No forage 
will be allocated for elk on the public lands on 
these mountain ranges. If a population develops 
on public land by natural migration, it will be 
allowed. 

Rationale 

This proposed decision is a change from the 
Preferred Alternative in the Draft RMP. UDWR 
has requested that BLM agree to an elk 
reintroduction onto the Grouse Creek/Raft 
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River Mountain Ranges and allocate forage for 
these elk. It is BLM policy to cooperate with 
state wildlife agencies, where possible, to 
reintroduce native species into historic ranges. 
It is also BLM policy to refrain from wildlife 
reintroductions in areas where potential 
conflicts with existing uses have not or cannot 
be resolved (BLM Manual 6820.06~). In the 
planning criteria it was stipulated that the effect 
of public land management on neighboring land 
will be considered. BLM is a minority landowner 
within these mountain ranges, Private 
landowners are the majority landowners; they 
foresee elk tearing up fences, damaging 
haystacks, causing crop depredation, and 
competing with livestock for forage on private 
lands throughout most of the year. The Box 
Elder Sounding Board, with one dissenting 
voice, recommended that BLM not allow this 
reintroduction. The large number of verbal and 
written comments opposing this reintroduction 
pursuaded BLM that existing land use conflicts 
had not been resolved; therefore, BLM’s 
decision is not to agree to this reintroduction. 

Public opinion indicated that natural 
immigration of elk into these areas would be 
acceptable. If natural immigration were to 
happen, an HMP, EA, and cooperative 
agreement would need to be completed to set a 
herd limit and allocate forage for the elk 
population. 

Proposed Decision 4 

Agree to and cooperate in a bighorn sheep 
reintroduction on the Newfoundland Mountain 
Range provided that (1) the present domestic 
sheep permit is voluntarily relinquished or 
converted to cattle use and (2) an HMP and 
associated cooperative transplant agreement 
have been completed. The authorized 
population of bighorn sheep would be 
approximately 100 animals and require 184 
AUMs of forage per year. The 184 AUMs of 
forage are authorized but cannot be utilized 
until the previously stated conditions have been 
met. Figure 6 shows proposed reintroduction 
areas for bighorn sheep. 

Rationale 

Transplanting native sheep into an area used by 
domestic sheep would be impractical since the 
transfer of disease and/or parasites from the 
domestic sheep could eliminate the native 
sheep population. Therefore, the Newfoundland 

Mountain Range would be suitable native sheep 
habitat if the domestic sheep use were removed. 
UDWR has expressed an interest in this 
transplant and BLM concurs that it would be a 
reasonable and beneficial use of the available 
resources, if the conflict with domestic sheep 
use were eliminated. 

Proposed Decision 5 

Allow pronghorn to be transplanted or to 
increase in areas presently inhabitated 
following the completion of an HMP and 
subsequent cooperative transplant agreement 
on the following 19 allotments: Owl Springs, U 
& I, Watercress, Lucin/Pilot, Basin L & L, Young 
Brothers, Ward, Mann, Matlin, Red Dome, 
Selmon/Goring, Terrace, Dove Creek, Peplin, 
Baker Hills, Black Rock, South Kelton, North 
Kelton, and Snowville. The total population 
would be 2,250 animals requiring 1,586 AUMs 
per year. Proposed transplant areas are shown 
in Figure 6. 

Rationale 

UDWR has expressed an interest in establishing 
this pronghorn population, and BLM concurs 
that it would be a reasonable and beneficial use 
of the available resources. The population and 
AUMs stated above are optimum numbers, and 
it is highly likely that only a small percentage of 
this number of animals will ever become 
established within this large area of habitat. 
Pronghorn do not require large amounts of 
forage per animal and are usually not 
considered to be highly competitive with 
domestic livestock. There should be no major 
conflicts between the pronghorn and other 
resource uses. 

Proposed Decision 6 

Authorize initial forage use for big game 
species as follows: 

Mule deer 15,570 AUMs 
Elk 344 AUMs 
Pronghorn 1,586 AUMs 
Bighorn sheep 248 AUMs 

TOTAL 17,748 AUMs 

Big game use by allotment is shown in 
Appendix 3. 

A total of 17,748 AUMs will be authorized for 
wildlife. Of this, 15,570 AUMs are for mule deer, 
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which are currently at optimum numbers. A 
total of 344 AUMs would be authorized for elk 
use for the Pilot Mountain herd. The 910 AUMs 
requested by UDWR for elk use on the Grouse 
Creek/Raft River Mountain Ranges would not 
be allocated. The 1,586 AUMs for pronghorn 
use include present forage demand and forage 
needed by increased numbers and transplants. 
The 248 AUMs authorized for bighorn sheep 
include 64 AUMs for the Pilot Mountain flock as 
approved in the Pilot Mountain HMP and 184 
AUMs for the Newfoundland Mountain 
transplant. The 14 bighorn sheep AUMs 
requested by UDWR on the Raft River Mountain 
Range would not be allocated. 

Rationale 

It is BLM policy to allocate the public land 
vegetation resources in accordance with the 
multiple use principles as required by FLMPA 
and the Public Rangeland Improvement Act of 

* 1978. The authorized forage for wildlife as 
identified in this proposed decision provides all 
of the forage needed for optimum numbers, 
including reintroduction for all big game except 
the proposed Grouse Creek/Raft River 
Mountain elk reintroduction and the proposed 
Raft River bighorn sheep reintroduction. 

The majority of the authorized forage would be 
use by existing big game animals. A total of 
1,212 AUMs would be allocated for increased 
pronghorn (964 AUMs) and bighorn sheep 
reintroductions (248 AUMs). This increased 
AUM allocation will not affect existing uses and 
will be spread over 21 allotments (19 for 
pronghorn and two for bighorn sheep). 
Sufficient forage is available to meet the 
proposed use. 

The decision not to allocate 14 AUMs for 
bighorn sheep on public land on the Raft River 
Mountain Range is based upon the uncertainty 
that the reintroduction will take place. The 
seasonal use areas for these animals are not 
specifically known. The decision not to allocate 
the 910 AUMs for elk use on the Grouse 
Creek/Raft River Mountain Ranges is based 
upon Proposed Decision 2. If natural 
immigration were to eventually establish an elk 
herd on the mountain ranges to the point that 
allocation of forage becomes necessary, an 
HMP and cooperative agreement would be 
completed to set a herd limit and allocate 
forage. 

PROPOSED BOX ELDER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Proposed Decision 7 

BLM will protect important wildlife habitat 
values from disturbing activities by restricting 
seismic work, well development, new road 
construction, rights-of-ways and other 
disturbing activities excluding maintenance 
activities in the following areas and during the 
stated time periods: 

(1) within mule deer winter range between 
December 1 and April 15 each year; 

(2) within 0.5 mile of active raptor nest sites 
between March 1 and July 15 each year; 

(3) within 0.5 mile of sage grouse strutting 
grounds (leks) between March 15 and June 15 
each year or year-long if the disturbance would 
negatively impact the effectiveness of the lek for 
more than an off-seasonal basis. 

(4) within 600 feet of riparian/aquatic habitats 
yearlong, if the proposed activity could 
significantly affect water quality or productivity 
of the riparian/aquatic zone. 

These restrictions were limited to only fluid 
mineral activities in the Preferred Alternative of 
the Draft RMP. In the Proposed RMP, however, 
they have been applied to all disturbing 
activities to assure that these important wildlife 
values will be adequately protected. Specific 
exceptions to the above stated restrictions may 
be granted by BLM if it can be shown that the 
proposed activity will not seriously disturb the 
wildlife habitat values being protected. 

Rationale 

Implementation of the above measures will 
provide necessary protection of key wildlife 
habitats in the planning area. These measures 
will provide adequate protection for important 
breeding, wintering, watering, and feeding 
habitats for a variety of wildlife species, as well 
as preventing unnecessary degradation of the 
environment. 

Limiting activities in mule deer winter range will 
minimize disturbance and aid survival of 
wintering deer. 

Restrictions within 0.5 mile of active raptor nest 
sites will reduce nest abandonment and 
increase the production of the various raptor 
species within the planning area. 

Protection of sage grouse strutting grounds will 
maximize breeding opportunity, which will aid 
in increasing annual productivity and survival. 
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Restricting activities that could affect water 
quality or productivity within 600 feet of 
riparian/aquatic habitats will aid in protection of 
these important areas from degredation, such 
as chemical pollution, sedimentation, and 
excessive compaction. 

These measures also comply with mandates as 
outlined in Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, and 
FLPMA (Section 103). 

Proposed Decision 8 

Develop comprehensive wildlife HMPs in the 
planning area according to the following 
priority list: 

(1) Blue Spring Marsh (complete Fiscal Year 
1986) 

(2) Salt Wells (complete Fiscal Year 1987) 

(3) Sheep Trail/Curlew Junction/Hogup 
Mountain Range (complete Fiscal Year 1989) 

(4) Grouse Creek/Raft River Mountain Ranges 
(complete Fiscal Year 1991) 

(5) Newfoundland Mountain Range 

(6) Goose Creek Mountain Range 

The HMPs will be developed along allotment 
boundaries to the extent possible and will be 
coordinated to the greatest possible degree 
with concurrent development of AMPS. These 
HMPs will contain habitat development 
proposals and each will be reviewed by a 
Technical Review Committee and will be 
covered by an environmental assessment. 

Habitat management opportunities for 
threatened and endangered species will be 
identified in the HMPs. The objective would be 
to assist in delisting the species. 

Rationale 

It is BLM policy to develop comprehensive 
activity plans that state the management 
objectives and the steps necessary to 
accomplish these objectives for a given 
resource within a certain area. Once signed, the 
above listed HMPs will guide the wildlife 
program within the planning area in an orderly 
and economic fashion. 

This listing differs from the Preferred Alternative 
in the Draft RMP. BLM’s Washington Office has 
issued directives that require HMPs to be 
developed based upon the following 

priorities: (1) threatened or endangered species 
needs, (2) wetland habitats, and (3) other 
species’ crucial habitat needs. BLM’s 
requirement to complete a HMP and subsequent 
cooperative transplant agreement prior to 
allowing reintroductions also influences the 
HMP priority list. 

The Blue Springs Marsh and Salt Wells areas 
are at the top of the priority list because they 
include wetlands. The Sheep Trail/Curlew 
Junction/Hogup Mountain Range is next on the 
list because of the proposed pronghorn 
reintroductions. The Grouse Creek/Raft River 
Mountain area is next due to its importance for 
a variety of wildlife. The Newfoundland 
Mountain area has a proposed decision to 
reintroduce bighorn sheep, but this transplant 
will probably not occur for several years. The 
Goose Creek Mountain Range is last because it 
has no proposed reintroductions and is 
scheduled to have a Multiple Use Management 
Plan (MUMP) completed in 1987. Wildlife and 
wildlife’habitat needs will be a major part of this 
MUMP. The Silver Island HMP was dropped 
because it will be covered in the Pony Express 
Resource Area HMP priority list. 

RECREATION PROGRAM 

Proposed Decision 1 

Designate all public land in the planning area as 
either open, limited, or closed to motorized 
vehicle use as follows: 

Open 999,634 acres 

Limited 12,160 acres 

Donner and 
Bettridge Creeks 980 acres 

(Limited to designated roads and trails) 

Visual Resource 
Management Class II 10,930 acres 

(Limited to existing roads and trails) 

Old Central Pacific 
Railroad Grade and 
Adjacent Sites 250 acres 

(Limited to existing roads and trails) 

Closed 0 acres 

Proposed off-road vehicle designations are 
shown in Figure 7. 

Rationale 

Areas designated as open either do not need 
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ORV limitations or do not warrant ORV 
limitations to protect resource values when 
compared to the costs of imposing and 
enforcing those limitations. A total of 20,300 
acres of mule deer crucial winter range, 2,000 
acres of raptor nest sites, 5,100 acres of sage 
grouse breeding complexes and 240 acres of 
riparian/aquatic areas were changed from the 
limited category in the Preferred Alternative of 
the Draft RMP to the open category in the 
proposed plan. No significant conflicts with 
ORVs exist in these areas. If conflicts develop, 
steps will be taken to implement emergency 
closures until the problems can be resolved. 

Donner and Bettridge Creeks watersheds are 
proposed to be designated as an ACEC for the 
watershed values and protection of a threatened 
species. It is necessary to limit motorized 
vehicle use to the main entry-exit road of each 
watershed in order to protect water quality and 
the threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout. Land 
to be designated as limited includes the north 
half of T. 4N., R. 19W., Section 22 (340 acres) in 
Bettridge Creek watershed and Section 28 (640 
acres) in Donner Creek watershed. Seventy 
acresof Donner and Bettridge Creeks which 
were recommended for a closed designation in 
the Preferred Alternative have been changed to 
limited in this proposed plan. Limiting vehicles 
to designated roads would adequately protect 
the resource values while allowing use for other 
activities. 

Motorized vehicle use will be limited to existing 
roads and trails on public lands that are 
designated as Visual Resource Management 
Class II. This affects 17,630 acres in the Red 
Butte Mountain area and 3,300 acres in the 
Devils Playground area for a total of 10,930 
acres. This limitation protects scenic quality in 
both areas as well as watershed and 
cultural/historical values on Red Butte 
Mountain. 

The old Central Pacific Railroad Grade and 
associated historic sites between the Golden 
Spike Historic Site and Lucin are proposed as 
an ACEC. This area was identified as open in 
the Preferred Alternative of the Draft RMP. 
However, a limited designation for ORVs would 
be necessary to meet the protective and 
interpretive needs of the ACEC. Motorized 
vehicle travel on public land would be limited to 
existing roads and trails upon the railroad grade 
right-of-way and all adjacent historical sites. 
Approximately 250 acres would be designated 
as limited. 

VISUAL RESOURCE PROGRAM 

Proposed Decision 1 

Visual resource management classes assigned 
within the planning area are as follows: 

VRM Class I 0 acres 

VRM Class II 
Red Butte Mountain 7,630 acres 
Devils Playground 3,300 acres 

TOTAL 10,930 acres 

VRM Class III 
Pilot Mountains 28,800 acres 
Newfoundland Mountains 23,705 acres 
Burnt Mountain 2,346 acres 
Goose Creek Mountains 17,920 acres 
Raft River Narrows 810 acres 

TOTAL 73,581 acres 

VRM Class IV 927,283 acres 

The proposed VRM classifications are shown in 
Figure 8. 

Rationale 

This proposed decision is a modification of the 
Preferred Alternative in the Draft RMP. Since 
publication of the Draft RMP, the planning area 
has been reinventoried to insure that all VRM 
criteria are met. Therefore, there are changes 
from the acreages listed in each VRM class in 
the Draft RMP. The majority of the lands in Box 
Elder County are representative of the Great 
Basin and are rated as Class IV. However, the 
Class III and especially the Class II areas offer 
significant visual diversity. These areas exhibit 
visual contrast such as steep and rugged 
terrain, perennial streams and riparian areas, 
unique geological features and significant 
vegetative diversity. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE 
PROGRAM 

Proposed Decision 1 

Cultural resources will continue to be 
inventoried and evaluated on a case-by-case 
basis. Such evaluation will consider the impacts 
of any proposed project to cultural resources in 
the affected area. Stipulations will be attached 
as appropriate to assure compatibility of 
projects with management objectives for 
cultural resources. 
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PROPOSED BOX ELDER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

For existing cultural properties, a determination 
of significance would be made prior to any 
recommended project being implemented. In 
project areas where resource knowledge is 
limited or unknown, both examination of 
existing data and field inventories would be 
done to identify the resources and evaluate the 
cultural value of each. Prior to any activity plan 
or project that may adversely affect these 
properties, the State Historic Preservation 
Office would be consulted in the determination 
of effect upon the property. For any site within 
the project area which would be affected by the 
activity plan or project, mitigation measures 
would be undertaken. These may include the 
following: 

(1) Adjusting of the project boundaries to 
avoid impacting the sites; 

(2) Mapping, photo documenting, and drawing 
the cultural resource before proceeding with 
project implementation; 

(3) Adopting methods or techniques that 
would minimize disturbance to the site and its 
environmental setting; 

(4) Removing and relocating the cultural 
property to another appropriate location after 
documentation of the property and the 
development of a management plan to maintain 
the historic value of the property, or 

(5) Excavating the archaeological properties 
with a goal of preserving the values of the 
properties. 

The inventory or mitigation would be directed 
by BLM cultural resource specialists or through 
contracts with individuals or institutions 
meeting professional standards. 

Rationale 

This is BLM’s current policy for managing 
cultural resources in Box Elder County and was 
included in the Features Common to all 
Alternatives Section in the Draft RMP/EIS. 

FOREST PRODUCTS PROGRAM 

Proposed Decision 1 

The forestry program will continue to be 
implemented as outlined in the Bear River 
Resource Area Woodlands Product Plan written 
and approved in 1984. The plan will be updated 
or revised as needed by 1987. The plan will 
service the demands of the public for 

woodlands products while insuring that 
resource values are maintained or enhanced. 

Rationale 

This program can be used as an additional 
vegetative management tool to enhance 
watershed, range and wildlife programs while 
providing for the increased public demand for 
woodlands products from western Box Elder 
County. Public demand for woodlands products 
on the Wasatch Front is increasing as indicated 
by data gathered by the Sawtooth National 
Forest. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Proposed Decision 1 

A fire suppression plan will be developed by an 
interdisciplinary team and will include the 
following: 

(1) Full fire suppression will be implemented 
in areas: 

0 where wildfire may result in loss of life. 

e where destruction of man-made facilities 
such as homes, hay yards and power 
substations could occur. 

b where fire would damage important 
natural resource values, such as the salt 
desert shrub vegetative type. 

(2) Limited suppression will be implemented 
in areas where: 

0 resource values may benefit or be 
increased by fire such as in the 
pinyon/juniper vegetative type. 

l hazards to firefighters, including potential 
aircraft hazards, exist. 

l terrain features cause extreme difficulty 
in fire suppression, leading to heavy 
damage of equipment. 

e the cost of fire suppression exceeds the 
benefit. 

(3) Prescribed fire will be implemented in 
areas where resource management objectives 
can be met by utilizing planned or unplanned 
ignitions. Within prescribed areas, both 
wildfires and prescribed fires must fall between 
predetermined parameters (prescription) 
including but not limited to weather conditions, 
fuel type and fire behavior. If these conditions 
are exceeded, appropriate suppression action 
will be taken. 
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(4) Areas of fire suppression responsibilities in 
Box Elder County will be negotiated among 
cooperating agencies in cooperative 
agreements. 

Rationale 

A fire suppression plan will facilitate the use of 
both planned and unplanned fires as an 
important watershed, range and wildlife 
management tool. This plan will also provide a 
cost-effective alternative to the present full fire 
suppression. 

historic significance. There presently is no 
organized plan to protect this national resource 
from accelerated man-caused deterioration, 
Use of the steering committee to oversee 
development and implementation of the plan 
will assure a balanced plan that includes input 
from the appropriate entities. 

Without designation of the area as one of 
critical environmental concern and without 
taking the above actions, the grade and 
associated sites will not be adequately 
protected and will not receive due prominence 
as a nationally historic remnant of the nation’s 
first transcontinental railroad. 

AREAS OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

Proposed Decision 1 

Proposed Decision 2 

Designate approximately 250 acres of the 
historic Central Pacific Railroad Grade and 
associated sites, between the Golden Spike 
Historic Site on the east and Lucin on the west, 
as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC)(see Figure 8). Take the following 
actions: 

Designate approximately 1120 acres of the 
Donner Creek and Bettridge Creek watersheds 
as an ACEC (see Figure 8). Prepare an ACEC 
plan that includes the entirety of the two 
watersheds, including the Nevada portion if the 
Elko District of BLM is agreeable. 

Rationale 

(1) Recommend the ACEC area for inclusion 
on the National Register of Historic Places. 

(2) Limit off-road vehicle use to existing roads 
and trails as identified in Proposed Decision 1 
for Recreation. 

(3) Establish a steering committee, comprised 
of representatives of BLM, the National Park 
Service, Box Elder County, the Utah State 
Preservation Office, and others as appropriate, 
to guide development and implementation of a 
management plan for the ACEC. The plan will 
include: 

Donner and Bettridge Creeks are habitat for the 
threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout. This is 
believed to be the purest remaining strain of 
this fish. This is also the only known location of 
this fish in Utah; the only other known area of 
occurrence is the Lahontan Basin of Nevada. 
The Lahontan cutthroat trout is therefore of 
national importance. Both streams also are of 
sufficient water quality to be potable. Wendover 
City has water rights on Donner Creek for 
municipal purposes. The watershed of the two 
streams is relatively small and will require 
planned management if existing water quality 
and trout habitat are to be maintained. 

0 interpretive needs; 

l protection measures, such as 
requirements for steering committee 
review of proposals for rights-of-way 
which would cross the ACEC; and 

0 consideration of public safety. 

(4) Pursue a written memorandum of 
understanding between Box Elder County and 
the Utah State Historic Preservation Office for 

preservation and management of existing 
structures and historical sites within the ACEC. 

The entirety of the Pilot Mountains was 
identified for designation as an ACEC in the 
preferred alternative. All of the area except 
Donner and Bettridge Creeks has been dropped 
from ACEC designation in the proposed plan. 
This is based on the finding that there are no 
unique values of regional or national 
importance and also that present management 
practices or management practices to be 
implemented through the RMP provide 
adequate protection. 

Rationale 

The grade and associated sites are of national 

Proposed Decision 3 

Do not designate Red Butte Mountain as an 
ACEC. 
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Rationale 

This proposed decision differs from the 
preferred alternative in the Draft RMP. Detailed 
field examination of Red Butte Mountain 
resulted in the determination that designation 
as an ACEC is not justified. This is based on the 
finding that there are no unique resource values 
of regional or national importance and also that 
present management practices or management 
practices to be implemented through the RMP 
and subsequent activity planning provide 
adequate protection. 
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THE FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

This portion of the document is the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. It contains 
the comments on the Draft RMP/EIS and BLM’s 
responses to those comments. It also contains 
the revisions and corrections of the Draft 
RMP/EIS. 

COORDINATION IN REVIEW OF 
THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

The Draft Box Elder Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement was 
filed with the Environmental Protection Agency 
on April 26, 1985. Its availability and the time 
and place for the public hearing were 
announced in the Federal Register on April 19, 
1985. A news release was also issued to notify 
interested people about the comment period on 
the Draft RMP/EIS. July 25, 1985 was the 
deadline for submission of written comments. 
The list of agencies, organizations, and 
individuals who received copies of the Draft 
RMP/EIS is available for review at the Salt Lake 
District Office. 

Public workshops were held May 15 at Grouse 
Creek, May 16 at Park Valley, and June 6 at 
Brigham City to explain the contents of the 
Draft RMP/EIS and the process for 
commenting. A public hearing was held June 6 
in the Box Elder County Courthouse in Brigham 
City. Copies of the hearing transcript are 
available at the Salt Lake District Office. 

All written comments and oral comments from 
the public hearing were reviewed for 
consideration in preparation of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. Those comments which 
presented new data, questioned the facts or 
analysis presented, or raised questions or 
issues which related directly to the scope of the 
Draft RMP and EIS have been given a response. 
Testimonies or letters which were general or 
simply indicated a preference for an alternative 
have been included in this document but were 
not given a response. Comments which were 
received too late for inclusion in the Final EIS 
will be given consideration in the decision- 
making process. 

The Box Elder Sounding Board, an 1 l-member 
advisory committee composed of local citizens 

and agency experts on resources and uses in 
the county, also provided input on the Draft 
RMP/EIS. 

A 30-day protest period will be provided for 
public protests on this Proposed Plan and Final 
EIS. If no protests are received, a formal Record 
of Decision will be issued following completion 
of the 30-day period. 

Comment Letters 

Letters commenting on the Draft RMP/EIS were 
received from the following organizations and 
individuals. (Letters listed in the order they were 
received.) 

Letter Number CommentodSignature 

1 Golden Spike Historic Site/Davies 
2 Humane Society of Utah/Fox 
3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered 

Species Office/Ruesink 
4 Utah State University/West 

5 Bureau of Reclamation/Hirschi 

6 Golden Spike Historic Site/Davies 

7 Stuart Hughes/Hughes 
8 Utah Wildlife Federation/Combs 

9 Utah Nature Study Society/Hovin$h’ 
10 Soil Conservation Service/Halt 
11 The J.P. Ranch/Payne 
12 True Oil Company/Byron 

13 The Nature Conservancy/Tuhy 

14 Joann Tanner/Tanner 

15 Hartt Wixom/Wixom 

16 Utah Hunters Federation/Stevenson 

17 Atlantic Richfield Company/Moseley 

18 Mrs. Norman Kimber/Kimber 

19 U.S. Forest Service Sawtooth National 
Forest/Stoleson 

20 Jay Tanner/Tanner 

21 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service /Garrison 
Ecological Services 

22 Jack Kimber/Kimber 

23 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
/Vodehnal 

24 Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association/Frell 

25 State of Utah/Governor Bangerter 

The following section contains copies of all 
letters received along with the responses to 
comments. 
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Oral Comments At The Public Hearing 

The following people presented comments at 
the public hearing (cornmentors listed in the 
order they presented remarks): 

Comment Number Commentor 

l-6 Conrad Maxfield 

7-10 Gary Rose 

11-16 Alan Kunzler 

19-23 Dean Stephens 

The following section contains responses to 
specific comments presented at the public 
hearing. 
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Comment Letter 1 Response to Letter 1 

United States DeDartment of the Interior 
NA;FION'Bt'?XRK SERVICE 

GOLD6Z >PlhL 'iml""9L "I>TOR,C ,,TE 
" 0 ROY u 

April 24, 1985 

Xemorandum 

TO: Box Elder Resource Management Team Leader 

From: Superintendent, Golden Spike National Historic Site 

Subject: Comments on Draft Box Elder Plan and EIS 

Attached are photocopied pages from the plan with minor corrections and a few 
comments. 

because of our interest in the historic railroad grade, we have examined the I 
plan with primary emphasis an the cultural resources. 

1.1 Right-of-Way. 
I 

NOC well defined or documented is the ownership of the old Central Pacific 
lf BLM controls only a portion of it, who controls the rest? 

Is it the Southern Pacific RR? 

1.1 That part of the old central pacific right-of-way that is located on 
what Is now publfc land managed by ELM is owned by the United 
States. It fs the oPfn*on Of ELM that the part located on what is 
now private land Is private. 

Because Alternative 3 affords better protection through the limitation of ORV’s 
an the old grade, we prefer this alternative. If the conditions affecting 
cultural resources in ALternative 3 could be applied to Alternative 2, we vould 
have no problem endorsing Alternative 2 as the preferred. We hope that IS possible. 

The staff at Golden Spike stands ready to assist BLH in your efforts to protect 
and interpret the cultural resources found in your Box Elder management unit. 
Please call on us if we can cooperate. 

~-<3q&u~ 
Denny Davie 

enclosures 

- 



1.2 

Comment Letter 1 

CHAP. l.PURPOSE AND NEED 

Table l-l 

BLM Planning and Renource 
Management Intermlatlonrhlpr 

~NCV/GROUP 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 

~t$h and Wildlife Service (FkVS) 

INTERRELATIONSHIP 

FWS issues a biolcqwl opmnn on the enects of 
this AMP on endangered sp+aes. SLM 
authorizes predator control on planmng area 
allotmsnt% The actual control work II done by 
FWS under an ongang predator control prcqram. 

“. S. Forest Servm (USFS) 

NatIonal Park8 Service (NPS) 

STATE AGENCIES 

Admmmm adjacent lands in Sawtooth and 
Caribou Nabonal Forests. 

ti,bTcCIG Sk. 
Mminstws Golden Splka National- 

Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Wlldlife Resources 
Divisaon of Water Right8 
Division of State Lands I Forestry 
Diwsion of Oil Gas 8 Mintng 

Administers resource management program on 
adjacent State of Utah lands. 

Divason of Enwronmental Haatlth Administers Mlid wastes. water quality and air 
quaray programs. 

Local Government 

Box Elder County Administers zoning and implements county 
master plan. 

Response to Letter 1 

1.2 This change has been made. (See Revisions and Corrections for 
page 13.1 



Comment Letter 1 

CHAP. Z-OSSCRIPTlON OP THE ALTERNATIVES 

~,ntheiaor5ye~~rspdlylmraded 
Odh,,,, a,,d other natMe range B(bBd thmughout 
nrrrm Utah. Specific kcatlons in the Box Elder 
pUnnlng Ama needing ~ntttn fmm +M and 
- ,,& mntrol are tn the wcimty of: 

I 

T,zN,. 13.m.. sac. ia w1/2w112 
,, ,2N.. R.18W.. sec. 12. ElRElR 
T,,,N., R.lZW.. sec. 22. SE114NE114 

1.3 
Tt2~.. RIIW.. sac. ia wimm 
,.,3N.. R.itW., %C 30 

I 
menmlt Neflagmmt Pluu 
,j~~ment Management Plans (AMPa) will be 
prwmd accmdmg to the following guidetinee: 

knpmve (I) catagwy allotments will weMa top 
pnordy for complebon of AMR. Maintain (M) 
catagq allotment AMPa will be completed aa time 
a,vj fundfng pefmd. 

The general cbfective of each category I AMP 
wuld be M my~lvo exlating ConfliCta and isSUea 
through implementation of rangetand lmpmvMnem 
projects or other management proCedurea Such as 
season&use adiuatments. mueases and 
decmas~s m livestock numbers and grazing 
systems. The lonqterm oblectwa for I Category 
allotments would be to move them to the M 
category once pmblems are resolved. 

3. Pursue a wrinen memorandum of undernandmg 
with Box Elder Caunty for preservation of all 
structuma and hlatoncal altea assoctated with the 
grade. 

4. Develop an mterpretive program to help preserve 
the extstmg stwtwea and sttes -oclated with the 
grade. 

AMPS for M category allotments wll serve to 5. Prepare a pmtectmn plan wh!ch would not 
formally document current management felt 10 be enururage development or recreatwnat use of the 
satlafactory. grade. 

AM!% would not normally be prepared for a C 
category allmment unless conditions aria-s which 
weld wanant changmg tha allotmem to the M or I 
category. 

Vimfal Resoum Mmagemmt 

Habltat M.n~emmtt Plans 

BLM completed an mentory of wsual resources in 
the Box Elder Plarmmg Area 10 1992. Visual 
reswme~ am the combmuon of landfon77. water. 
colq vegmabve. and man-made features and other 
landscape fharaC(wStlCs. BLM haa developed a 
system for claaaifVing and managing thesa wsual 
,esources. The system, explamed I” BLM Manual 
9-tQO. places landscapes ,nto wsual resource 
management (VRM) classes that ,“d,Cate the overall 
sigmficance of the visual enwronment and establish 
management abfectwes far determining the 
accq,,&,le d%g,ee 0‘ okanna q LM CI~~SBS td 

SLM haa ~denttfled the followmg prmntlzed list of 
areas for which habitat management plans should 
be prepared: 

Blue Springs Marsh 

Grouse CmeklRafl River Mountam Ranges 

Shwp TraUCurlew JunCt!on Area 

N@,,lo”nd,a”d MoUntaif7 Rang9 

Hogup Mountam Range 

Silver Island Mountam Range d; 

6 
‘-nvGi i/ 

old cmti PUMC RaIlmad Gmde 
fkhF$, ; “’ -I 

- I “<>I 
reL L‘<, 

Pursue the following management pmgmm for the %‘..<,. 
old Centfel Pacific R&mad Grade: 

(1 I< ii. *‘I 
.‘ I,; 

1. Nominate the abandoned PrOmWWXY Branch 
grade and associated sites between Lucm and 
Pmontmy to the National Raglater of tiistorlc 
Places. 

2. Recommend the grade for ¶I& and posslbla 
designation as a NatIonal Historic Trail. 

_._..__.__ - . ..- -r-~~~ 
designate the follmvmg VRM Classes and acreage 
I” each wthm the plannlng area. 

Response to Letter 1 

1.3 Approximately 250 acres along the grade would be limited for ORV 
use. See Recreation proposed Decision I. 
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Comment Letter 1 

CHAP. ~-AFPEc~D ENVIRONMENT 

. Tre+kned OpsrPn zones pnn’lde shade I” 
S”rnnw anq$hewr I” wtnter. 

Recreation 

The Box Eh$af Plan&g Area 1s currently managed 
es pen d BLM’~ Sal! lake Oi&tnclwde exlensw 
recrem,cm management rrea. In add%lon. the CM 
Central Pnclflc Railroad Grade has been destgnated 
as e special management area. BLM has not 
daveloped any mwation ones m the planning area. 

Many cppxwnit~w for diwwsed forms of 
recreation am found on public lands in the Box 
Elder Plannmg Area. including huntmg. campmg. 
hlking, rock climbing. slghtsaelng. nature study. off- 
mad ‘ahck, “se, mck c0llectmg. wxd gathering. 
and erplarmg hmtorlc stfes. Hwever. actual use of 
the area 1s mmwnal. Mom use occurs dunng the 
mule deer hunt I” the Goose Creek and Grouse 
Creek Mountains. Organized mcreatm” groups have 
not recognized the area as a vmble location for 
stagmg events. primarily because of harsh weather 
condltmns and because pernxts are mire difficult to 
obtam m areas of mwd wnenhlp. 

Th old Central Rafic RailrOad grxb may pmvlde 
en opponunfty for interpretwe serv~cw. Hor*ever. 
BLM manages only 20. 5 miles of the 51. 7 ml& of 
grade behvem the old railroad tOWI of K&on md 
Lucin. Sina, 1982. BLM has carmsponded with 
Southern Pacific Railroad. who now contmls the 
rellmad lands. lo negatlate a transfer of these lands 
IO Fsdsml management. AcqUlsltion 0f these lands 
would consolidate public ownership and simplify 
recreation management of tha old mtlroad grade. 

Cultural Resources 

Numerous archeological and historical ~88 have 
bean laceted on pubkc lands. None are prewm,y 
on the Nationel Regmer ot Historic Places. but a 
1981 computer analyms showed that some of these 
sites am paenbel nominees (Holmer. t98l). 

Archeciogtcal sties mdtcate a fairly constant 
occupetlon from about 8,ooO years ago. Early 
Archaic occupants (6,0&l B. C. to 300 A. 0. ) 

Response to Letter 1 

1.4 ;T;: ;ia;ge has been made. (See Revisions and Corrections for 
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Comment Letter 1 

CnAP. 3MFECTED UIVIF~~NMENT 

Mnd use of that resource ss well. The Fremom 
.A* mM to 1300 AD.) sk30 gathered marsh 
s;-,;; mund the IS@ hunted the uplands for 
w 4 mtebpq and Pm mm and perhaps 
dw - Numk OT ShOShO”e !xWle (1300 A.D. 
~ ,,,, &vmt of vhfia SOitiU”?nt) Se%m to have 
,,,,1,1~ the emin county as dtd preceding cultures. 
eugh for some masan they did not grow crops. 

,,,,,t,,fcally, Box Eider County was the scene for 
me slgnlficant evaMa m Amsncan histoty. Early 
br trappers vmre tfw fimt white m%n in the area. 
~ney were fdfowsd by ~~granb on their way to 
th. Pscffic GxsI. Part at the Califomta Tral (which 
,@r from the Oregon TraiI a( Fort Haul) psswa 
umugh the northweg part of the county. Sagmena 
of the old trarl can still b-s seen. 

7% greatest hwwning. hcwever. was the 
compleflon of the first trarscontlnentaf rallmad at 

settlement Of the Fwk Valley area. The railroad 
opened up the wesksm frontier to settlement. Many 
of the ruins of tOVns &xg the railroad sre abll 
visible. as sfe good warnplea of construction 
(IresIle~ and cuhwfs) along the abandoned grade. 

Forest Resources 

Forest resources m &a Elder County am 
comprised of umber spews such as subalpme fir, 
Douglas fir. Engleman spr”c.9. and ss+sn on 
sppmxmstely 1,604 acres and pinyon/jumpw on 
122,oTI screa. Timber stands are isolated. generally 
occurrmg m steep canyons with lhmwd access. Due 
to IlmWd quantny and acces and a nonexlstant 
local saw log market. the only practtcal uses 
lncluda firewood and Christmas trees. Pinyon pine 
IS found an a total of 20,925 acres tn only three 
areas I” Box Elder County: Raft River. Emm~grsm 
Pass, and the Pilol Mountam Range. Uses have 
trsdltlonally been pne nuts. ft-d and Christmas 
trees. Juniper occurs on 94,252 acres and a” 
sddltional 27825 acfw in assw~abon wth pmyon 
pine. Jumpy has b#w used rOr posts and Rrewod. 

Fire Mansgement 

Fire occurrence on pubkc lands m Box Elder 
County smee 1973 has varmd from 1 to 14 fires per 
year. wth an average of 5 6 fires annually. 
Because area rssdents are reluctant to repoR fires. 
and fire cccurmnce IS probably greater. Howver. 
average SW is probably not greater. as the 
unreported fins are usuaffy Claso A snd l% FKBS on 
public lands in the county ranga in size from less 
than 1 acre to owx 14.ooO acres (Class G), 

avmgmg 251 acres mr fid ThesS fires have 
burned M average tml 0w4.200 sues each yem. 
m.9 rn~rlfy ot the lar!@lms (Cfsas II+) hsw 
occurred between the K&ton Road and Promontory 
Point A total of lil.995 scres have burned m BOX 
Elder County, of which 42 went or 46.600 acres 
have burned on pubkc’lsnds. 

Fire msnagemem technqws employed I* Box 
Elder County have pnmarlly conswed of lmmedlate 
maximum suppreasm% Ths county IS divided into 
threa areas of initial attack and/or suppression 
responslbikties ss foflovn: 

Utah State LBnds and Forestry . east of Highway 
30 and the Kelton Road, 

Burley Oistrlct BLM - north of Highway 30. 

Saft Lake District ELM wuth of Highway 30 and 
west of tha Kefton Road. 

In recent years. prescribed burning m the county 
has been limlted to one ffre !n 1979 tmatmg 300 
acres and one fira I” 1981 treating an addfiionsf 
150 acres m the same location. Regeneration of 
preferred wildlife and livestock pfam species has 
been exceks. Ssvsnty-fivs am3 were reseeded I* 
1981: success has been fair to mouerate to date. 
Recent wildfires m the Sncwwlle Allotment have 
been reseeded. 

Socioeconomics 

The public lands in Box Elder County add value to 
the reglonal economy through in-lleuQf.tBx 
payments. recrestton-refated expenditures. forest 
products. mmerafs production. sno Qrazlng fees and 
other ranching related factors. In-lieu payments 
made to Sax Elder County amounted to 5746.566 in 
1983. The vafue of recreaaon scfiwties can only be 
inferred SI~CB there sre many forms and 
consfiderabla expendttures are made. but they are 
not identtfiable as such. However, huntmg for deer. 
antelope. chukar. sage grouse and rsbbrts is a 
popular recrestlon act&q in the planning ares. 
Huntmg produced expendltwes Of $2.4‘KK”X I” 
western Sax Elder County fmm all lands in 1983. 
What pOnion of thts amount could be sttrlbuted to 
hunting on pubhc lands has not been determmed. 
The vslue ot forest produCts and minerals removed 
fro,,, p”bllC lands IS Iow at the present tl”m. 

Lwestock grazing fees for 1993 came to $52.436. of 
wh,ch about $25,wO probably entered the rsQ10nSl 

Response to Letter 1 

1.5 fh!s change has bean made. 
page 99.1 

lSee Revisions and Ccrrections for 
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Comment Letter 2 

4613 South4CUJWest 
P.O.Box20222 
Salt LakeCiry.ULah 84120 
Phone%&3548 

+%ril 26, 1985 

VI-. Dennis Oaks, Box Elder P&P Team Leader 
U. S. Bureau of Land Manasement 
1.370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 

2.1 

2.2 

Dear Yr Oaks, 

Thank you for the opnortunity to review the Bureau’s Draft Box 
Elder Resource Hana~ement Plan and E.I.S.. After reviewinc! the docu- 
ment , the Society believes it can suwoz’t the Bureau’s decision to 
choose Alternative 3 as its “preferred alternative”. 

Alternative 2 awears to he a balanced choice between Altern- 
atives number 3 and 4; both of which swing the balance far in Favor 
of either wildlife or livestock, resnectively. The 4,975 acres of 
land which would be placed into rhe disnosal catqory in Alternative 
1 would certainly be lost as wildlife habitat, although the amount 
of propert” amounts to less than S? of the total land area under 
consideration. 

As always, the Society is concerned over the’ hqe numbers of 
“non-game” snecies which are dismissed as not bein? “most directlv 
affected by the Box Elder RVP". These animal species comnrise a 
very large sezment of the animal nopulations throughout the area 
and will be directly affected by iinv loss or chanse of habitats. 
Their constant lack of consideration in lItah’s E.I.S. documents 
constitutes a very shortsighted anproach to the potential for dam 
age or alterations in their environments. While it can be argued 
that these species do not annear very important because of their 
lack of interest to the snortsmen, this :-cow of animals comnrises 
a very significant powlation to non-snortsmen and animal fanciers. 
We feel that the effects of the various Alternatives on these nopu- 
lations should be discussed so that thev can be taken into account 
when decidiq the benefits or liabilities of each nroposal. 

The Society also feels that Alternative I would benefit :reatly 
if some of the Riparian Habitat imnrovements mentioned in .Alternative 
3 were incorporated into it. The benefits of this t>we of habitat 
were verv clearly described in Chanter 3 - ACfected Environment and 

DEDICATED TO THE ELIMINATION OF FEAR. PAIN AND SUFFERING OF ALL ANIMALS 
Gifts and Bequests to the Society aredeductible for income and e~tafe tax purposes. 

Response to Letter 2 

2.1 ELM recognizes the large number of non-game species and populations 
present within the planning area. It is also recognized that habitat 
loss or alteration will affect these animals. However, the EIS only 
analyzed the major Species or species groups. "Sensitive" non-game 
species were individually considered. Other non-game species were 
not specifically mentioned in the EIS based on the fact that this 
"group' is so diverse and widespread that analysis needs to be more 
site specific. BLM will consider all affected wildlife prior to 
on-the-ground actions. These actions will be individually and more 
intensely evaluated by an environmental assessment (EAl prior to the 
action being taken. Based on the EA. a decision will be made that 
best follows multfple-use management and serves the public interest. 

2.2 Air, Soils, and Water Proposed Decision 5 sets forth management 
objectives for riparfan areas. Subsequent improvements or protection 
will be designed and implemented in Habitat Management Plans (HMPsl, 
Allotment Management Plans (AMPS). Multiple Use Management Plans 
(HUMPs.1. or watershed plans. 
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Comment Letter 3 

United States Department of the Interior No response required. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
ENDANCERED SPECIES OPPlCE 
2078 AOMINISTRkTION BLDG. 

,715 WEST ,700 SOUTH 
ShLT LAKE CITY. “TM 84100 

IARLPLYREFC.RTO 
nay 28, 1985 

KEl4ORANDUM 

TO: Box Elder Resource Management Plan Team Leader, 
Bureau of Land Uaoagement, Salt Lake City, Utah 

PROI : Field Supervisor, Endangered Species Office, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Salt Lake City, Utah 

SUBJRCT: Box Elder Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
mMP/EIS) 

we have revieved the subject RMP/EIS and commend your efforts co protect 
habitat for the threatened Lahontan cutthroat tro”t (Salmo clarki henshavi) 
under alternatives 2 and 3. Ue have concluded that the plan itself would have 
n,, effect on endangered species. HOY~YB~, as elemenca of the plan are 
implemented, the Bureau of Land Nanagemenr is required to coosult with this 
office on any action which may affect threatened or endangered species. 

If you have questions or need additional information feel free to call this 
office at 524-4430 (FTS 588-4430). 

Rob&t G. Rueeink 

Response to Letter 3 



Comment Letter 4 

COLLEGE OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

WC 52 

Utah so0 UnivrrlN 

LOW”. Uwl B4322 

4.1 
I 

4.2 

4.3 

Mr. Dennis Oaka, Team Leader 
Salt L.&e Dieffict Office 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake city, UT 84119 

OEP*RTMENT OF 
RANGE SCIENCE 

an1-m-*4n 

Dear ffr. Oak@: 

I have read the draft of the Box Elder Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement and am concerned with the following 
at*terat. 

On psgc 3, bottom parsgraph of the first columa, you state th.c “No 
environmental consequences would occor to lands a, a result of any of the 
slcematives.” I beg co differ “tch you on this point. 

Under Al~e~r~~~f~es 3 and 4, there would 6pparcatlJ be no fire 
mmagemeat plan written since it is mentioned only under Alternative 2. I 
perceive that there era grav: snvtroneenca1 conseq”aacca of not planning 
for fire and subsequent rehabilitation. This 1s because wlldfires II~C 
causing r.pld decerforacioa of d coasfdarabla pa?t of the land under 
consideration. When the perenni*ls are lost from wildfire, annuals 
voluntarily move in and then the land is greatly susceprlble to sub#cquant 
rebursing and soil erosion. Lack of speedy rehabilitatioo after chase 
wildfires leads Co poor establishment of seeded percnal.sls. A descending 
spiral of degradation cao occur because if convectional storm8 occur in 
mid-summer before the annuals start to grow, there is rapid loss of the 
surface soil which is highest in organic matter and nutrients. The 
annuals, once established, do provide a good cover against soil erosion. 
however, their protein levels .we adequate for a much shorter time than for 
the native perennials. Thus, the quality of the plant production that 
occurs is very seasonal. 

I believe that the BLW needs to promptly reseed lands burned by 
vlldfires with Improved perennials. In addition to slowing accelerated 
wind and water erosion, seedings would maintain the grazing capacity of 
these loads. and regrow forages vhtch’hnve il high nutrfeoC quality o”cr d 
greater p.rt of the ,tat than the annuals. These phenomena are explained 
ia more detail ia the following publication. 

Vest, N. E. 1983. Great Basin-Colorado Plateau Sagebrush Semi- 
desert. pp. 331-349 5 N. E. West (ea.). Temperete Deserts and 
Semi-deserts, Vol. 5. Ecosyscene of the World. Elsevier Sci. 
Publ., Amsterdam 

Response to Letter 4 

4.1 The statement you refer to on the bottom of the first column on 
3 in the Draft RFIP refers to land actions in ELM's Lands and Rea P 

age 

Program. A change has been made to clarify this point. (See 
ty 

Reyisions and Corrections for page 3.) 

4.2 Under Alternatives 3 and 4, current fire suppression and management 
practices would continue. Under the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative 2), a fire suppression and management plan would be 
designed and implemented. We concur with the remainder of your 
torments in the second paragraph of your letter. 

4.3 et;;cur with your statement in the third paragraph of your ccmasent 
. The BLt4 makes every effort to implement prompt 

rehabilitation efforts following a fire in those areas with moderate 
to high resource potential. 



Comment Letter 4 

Hr. Dennis Oaks, Team Leader 
Page 2 
Hay 10, 1985 

I would hope you would address the above issues tnoee substantively In 
the final version of the US. 

Sincerely yours, 

Nell e. Vest 
Professor 



Comment Letter 5 

United States Department of the Interior 
BCRE.AU OF RECL.\Y.ITION 

CPPER coLoRmo RLCIOIIU OfFICE 
PO BOY 1,548 

I\ “EPLI 
LFIll TO UC-151 

120.1 JUN 4W 

TO: Mr. i?ennis Oaks, Box Elder Resource Management Plan Team Leader, Bureau 

P 
of Land Management, 2370 South 2300 West, Salt Lake City, Utah 64119 

FYLXTi: a,e,iowd Director 
Q Bureau of Reclamation 

Subject: Box Elder Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

We have reviewed the subject document and conclude that implementation of the 
management plan would not have any effect on any projects under our jurisdiction. 

Tbe land area involved lies within the boundaries of the Wasatch Front Total 
Water Managerent Study. However, there is no direct relationship between the 
two planning efforts. We are consulting with BIN in the data collection phase 
of our study. 4 

Response to Letter 5 

No response required. 



6.1 

Comment Letter 6 

United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

‘OLDLY WlF.B \\TI”\IAL HISTORIC UTE 
P.O. BOX u 

RRICHAH CITY. 1’T B1,M 

Nay 31, 1985 

Dennis Oaks 
Box Elder Resource Management Plan Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, W 84119 

Dear MI. Oaks, 

After rhe meeting in Brigham City held at the Box Elder COunty Court- 
house on Xay 30, 1985, concerning the future management of the Central 
Pacific Railroad Grade in BOY Elder County, we would like to submit the 
following observations, recomendations and assistance. 

These comments are in addition to those corrections we sent to you in 
a memorandum dated April 24, 1985. 

Existing Conditions 

1. As far as we can tell, the CPRR railroad grade Ls suffering little 
natural erosion. 

2. Present adverse ORV use is minimal. 

3. Isolation of the grade is perhaps it's greatest protecting factor. 

Recommendations 

1. We strongly endorse all five proposed management actions as spelled 
out on page 45 of the PxM for alternative 2. In addition, we 
recommend that National Register nomination process should be 
initiated immediately. 

2. The railroad grade deserves protection from man-caused adverse use 
and should be allowed to "mellow away" through benign neglect over 
the next several hundred years. To provide this protection, the RMI 
needs to address how indiscriminate ORV use will be controlled/ 
prevented. 

3. The cownsites of Kelton and Terrace deserve special attention and 
protection to safeguard the very significant surface remains of 
the historic railroad operations found in those two locations. 

Response to Letter 6 

6.1 See Response to Comnent 1.3. 



Comment Letter 6 

4. Because of the attention this plan will drao to the railroad grade, 
some form of signing and/or selfguided literature needs to be 
develooed. Golden Spike National Historic Site would be pleased to 
be a distribution point for such literature. 

Assistance 

1. I and members of my staff would he pleased to serve on a committee 
to develop long range plans for the railroad grade. 

2. We would also be pleased to offer the interpretive expertise of our 
staff in the development of interpretive material far use on BLM 
land. 

3. Our considerable library and historic photos are available and can 
be used as resources in the planning process. 

Conclusion 

We at Golden Spike are pleased to see the initiatives begun in this 
planning process. We Look forward to joining with you in cooperative 
efforts to preserve and interpret this very significant section of the 
nation's first transcontinental railroad. 

Sincerely, 

Superintendent 



Comment Letter 7 

13.+&J W. WARREN AVE. . LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80228 

Phone (303) 989.7879 

June 8, 1994 

MT. Dennis Oaks 
Box Elder wsource Manaqement Plan Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 

Dear Mr. Oaks: 

This is the Minerals Exploration Coalition and my response 
to the draft Box Elder Resource Manaqement Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement. The Minerals Exploration CoalltiO" iS composes 
of companies and individuals Interested in mineral exoloration on 
?ublrc lands. 

The document lists some known areas where minerals "dve 
occurred and proposed withdrawals jlhrch may effect mining. HOW- 
ever to manage minerals, this is a resource management plan as 
well as a DEIS, it 1s necessary to identify areas wrth ,n~neraL 
potential eve" though the !ni"eraLs have Yet to be found. 
Evaluating the minera potential of a" area ailows the manaqer 
determIne the trade offs between mineral and other resources. 
These trade offs are the basis of land-use plannlnq. This pr~n- 
cipal is accepted accepted on page 11 left column: 'where the 
first item of * needed decisions include: Xhlch areas should be --- 
open for mineral exploration & dmnt".Closinqareas G 
mining without evaluating the nllneral Dote"tia1 aqalnst the re- 
source for which the closure is to be made is not rationally 
managing the Land. 

The document does not provide anv neolosic data or other 
information for evaluatrnq the mineral potential of the plan 
area where Locatable mineral '3ccurr4"ces are not already know". 
urea evaluations can be made by com!x.rinq tile ?eoloqic condltlons 
to mineral occurrence models. Sav~rill of these models have bee" 
developed in the BLM Denver Service Center by Don Frsher a"3 
others can be found in the Literature, notably by the USGS. 
WLtbout the necessary geoloqic background dascribed i" the plan- 
statement me reviewer has not been able to evaluate t?.e ontire 
area of interest. A section on the qeoloqy of the area m"St be 
included. 

REGISTERED GEOLOGIST 

CERTIFIED PROFESSjONAL GEOLOGIST 

Response to Letter 7 

7.1 Specifk Information for establishing minera! potential is considered 
background information and is therefore not Included in the RMP. 
This infonnatlon fs available in the planning-support document titled 
the Management Situation Analysis (MSA) and in other BLM data such as 
minerals maps. 



Comment Letter 7 

I 
The following are some additional comments from me and do 

not necessarily reflect the position of MEC. The addition of a 
geologic section would also help to evaluate the groundwater and 

7.2 
paleontologic resources potential of the plan-statement area. 
Paleontolosic specimens nay easily be a reason for identi:vLna an 

I ACEC and g;oundwater is likely tb be, if it 15 not alreai:, the 
most valuable resource 111 the arid west. 

Thank you for allowing MEC and me the opportunity for 
commentinq on the Box Elder Resource Manaqement Plan and 
Envrronmental Impact Statement. 

Sincerely 

C.C. John D. Wells 
President, XEC 
P.O. BOX 15633 
Denver, CO 80215 

Response to Letter 7 

7.2 Althouoh the RW contains no section on qeology from which an 
evaluaiion of groundwater potentlal and oaleontologic resources 
potential can be made, geologfc data for such evaluations is 
available in publfcations and maps in the Salt Lake District and in 
the Utah State Office of ELM. Extensive aroundwater data fs 
avaflable in the District library, including: Utah Department of 
Natural Resources technical publications (numbers 25, 29, 30. 33, 35, 
37, 38. 41. 42, 44 and 45 deal with the hydrology of the planning 
area); annual cooperative investigations by the Utah Dfvislon of 
Mater Resources and the U.S. Geological Survey entftled 'Groundwater 
Conditfon in Utah, Spring of " (year of data collection); and 
other publications. The DisM also has some unpublished data such 
as well samplings that will add further knowledge of groundwater in 
the planning area when fully interpreted. No paleontological 
resources of suffjcfent unfqueness. rarity, or natfonal value to meet 
the criteria for an ACEC are known wlthln the planning area. 

4 

i 
m 



Comment Letter 8 Response to Letter 8 

UTAH 

WILDLIFE 

FEDERATION 

POST 

OFFICE 

BOX 15636 

SALT LAKE 

CIN UTAH 

84115 

June 13, 1985 

Mr. Dennis Oaks 
Box Elder Resource Management Plan Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 

Dear Mr. Oaks: 

The following reoresents comments of the Public Lands 
Conwittee of the Utah Wildlife Federation for the Draft Box 
Elder Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement. Our comments are purposely brief, yet hopefully 
concise and specific to our concerns. 

The Utah Wildlife Federation is the largest and one of the 
oldest statewide citizen organizations devoted to conservation 
of all natural resources, outdoor recreation and qua1 i ty 
environment for all citizens of Utah. Naturally then, it follows 
that our preference among the four alternatives displayed is for 
alternative three, This alternative appears to be the “EQ” or 
l nvi ronmental qua1 i ty alternative, providing the greatest 
protection or enhancement of environmental values. Actually, 
we believe there are a myriad of alternatives and would prefer 
one falling between the extremities of alternatives two and 
three. 

For example, our preferred alternative three emphasizes 
total retention of public lands, whereas we believe there are 
tracts of land with characteristics of isolation, size. high 
management costs, etc.. which should be exchanged, Likewise, 
we are strong advocates for improved access to our public lands, 
which is not provided for in alternative three, 

Uti 1 ization of the range resources would aooear to have the 
most potential for controversy. The Federation would like to 

emphasize that one of its strong objectives is to strengthen 
the farmer - stockman - sportsman relationshios. WC concur 
with the BLM that improved livestock management, changes in 
use, and better access when combined with the range improvements 
planned to benefit wildlife will increase forage oroduction. 
improve soil stability! reduce erosion rates and increase the 
range resource capabiltty for both domestic livestock and wildlife. 

DEDICATED TO THE CONSERVATION OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCES 

No response required. 



Com’ment Letter 8 
Domestic livestock use would increase 16% above present use and 

wildlife AUM’s would increase 13%. 

We applaud and support the efforts of the UOWR and ELM for 
the reintroduction of bighorn sheep and elk into the Box Elder 
Unit. and support increased numbers of antelope as proposed. 
Th&benefits’of this program are manyfold. promot:ng greater 
outdoor recreation opportunities with its economic benefit to 
a portion of the State in need of such benefits, 

Alternative three has such overv,helming positive benefits 
that we wonder how any other alternative could be selected. 
Arronq the obvious alreadv listed are: improved soil stabilitv. 
reduced erosion, improved watershed conditions, increased forage 
production, increased AUM’s for both domestic livestock and 
LiIdIife, increased outdoor recreation activity, increased 
hunter expenditures, improved economic conditions: reduced 
hazards of man-caused fires, improved range and wlldlife habitat 
conditions, and last, but certainly among the most important, 
an improved economic lifestyle for the local citizenry through 
management emphasizing environmental concern. 

The Utah Wildlife Federation rccomends the consideration of 
Alternative three with modifications oroviding for land disposal 
and access acquisition as the favored and recommended resource 
management plan for the Box Elder Unit of the Salt Lake District. 

We aopreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this 
important area and commend your staff for a thorough analysis and 
resource planning job, 

Sincerely yours, 

Marvin H. Combs 
Public Lands Committee 
Utah Wild1 ife Federation 
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9.1 

9.2 

9.3 

721 Second Avenue 
Salt Lake City 
Utah 84103 

11 July 1985 

Mr Dennis Oaks 
Box Elder Resource Manaqement Plan Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City 
Utah 84119 

Concerning the Draft Box Elder Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement: 

The description of the environment, the numerous ecosystems, and the strong 
description of the riparian habitat were excellent. This is important in an 
analysis because it lets the reader know that the Bureau of Land Management 
knows the lands it manages. 

There are some general concerns involving Pilot and Newfoundland mountains. 
Transplanting big horn sheep into the Pflot Mountains is very premabre and 
should depend upon what residential housing developments in these regions will 
occur. Both the Utah and Nevada side of the Pilot Peak will be vulnerable as 
long as the urban center of Wendover is expanding. 

Transplanting big horn sheep on the Newfoundland Mountains is likewise very 
questionable. The impacts on big horn sheep on the riparian zone in the 
northern Newfoundland mountains should be addressed. Furthermore the 
transplanting of big horn sheep in the Newfoundland Mountains should not occur 
until clarification of public access to these mountains is made (or would the 
transplant be only for Southern Pacific employees?). 

For both the Pilot Range and the Newfoundland Mountains, off-road vehicle 
restrictions should confine vehicular travel to existing ways and roads. 
The preferred alternative (X2) would be mDre balanced by having greater limitations 
of the ORV in Pilot and Newfoundland Mountains. Likewise the critical wildlife 
habitat should be limited or closed to ORV in the preferred alternative, if indeed 
a balanced multiple use is to be attained. 

Although the Pilot Mountains has been proposed as an Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern in the preferred alternative(#2), no ACEC were proposed for alternative 
#3 (protection and enhancement of environmental values). It seems that all ACEC's 
that were examined in the Resource Management Plan should be listed in Alternative 
#3. Resides this, the Newfoundland Mountains should be considered for ACEC in 
Alternative 42, the preferred alternative. The geology of the region is interesting 
and the granitic formations in the northern portion have comparable value to the 

9.1 

9.2 

9.3 

Response to Letter 9 

BLM recognizes the potential for increased urbanization in the Pilot 

Mountain area. However, urban development in this area is not 
expected to be sufficientlv intense in the forseeable future tn ---. - -- 
hinder the bighorn sheep reintroduction. The mountain range is 
large, rugged and fairly inaccessible by vehicle. 

In 1979 the Pilot Mountain t!M was completed and signed. This 
document evaluated the suftabllity of the area for bfghorn sheep 
habltat and determined that the mountain range has suitable habitat 
for up to 60 anfmals. Urbanization, or other changes since 1979, are 
not vlewed as being sufffcfently intense to reduce the habitat 
suitabilfty on the mountain range. 

The Newfoundland Mountain bfghorn sheep refntroduction is not planned 
for the near future. Prior to this transplant. the current domestic 
shee 

P 
permit would have to voluntarily be given up or converted to 

catt e, and an HIP and associated cooperative trans lant a 
This HMP would evaluate and plan for al wild1 c 3 

reenent 
ccuapleted. fe and 
wildlife habitat needs for the publfc land portlon of the mountain. 
Public access and the protection of the rfparfan habitat would be 
dealt with in this plan. 

The criteria upon which ACEC designation is based were applied to the 
Newfoundland Mountafns. The result of the analysis was that the 
Newfoundlands. while having several features that are Important. do 
not warrant ACEC designation. 
caring for those features. 

Several PrOpOSaTs in the RIP deal with 
They include ORV designations, flufd 

mineral leasing categories, VW classification and management of 
livestock grazing. 



9.3 

9.4 

9.5 

Comment Letter 9 

-2- 

and water effects on the sandstone of the Colorado Plateau with a multitude of 
windows, arches, and other unique formations. Newfoundland Mountains are 
rrostly surrounded by salt (mud) flats and hence can be considered a biological 
island. Migratory birds certainly note this in the spring and autumn when 
large flocks land and feed. The spring of 1985 had numerous Chipping Sparrows 
(perhaps thousands) feeding in the greasewood-shadscale zone. The riparian 
habitat extends for over two miles (see enclosed map). Although this riparian 
zone may shrink during the summer, the vegetation indicates that the underground 
system flows mJst of the year. The absence of mollusks and amphibians from these 
wetlands indicates ephemeral flows or isolation from adjacent ranges both during 
Lake Bonneville times or the subsequent desiccated era. Thus Newfoundland 
Mountains have important scientific values and biological and geological values 
to be included in an ACEC. Access to the range is not important for the 
protection and management of these values. However, the numerous ORV tracks in 
the northern portion indicate that protection of some kind is necessary. 

The Old Central Pacific Railroad Grade is certainly a unique feature of the 
Resource Management Area. Page 45 states that the BLM should prepare a protection 
plan which would not encourage development or recreational use of the grade. 
Perhaps the ELM should elaborate in the Management Plan its intentiOnS. Over 
the years the bridges have deteriorated- perhaps due to recreational use of the 
grade and by souvenir hunters. However driving on the grade is an experience 
of history. Perhaps those days are over or perhaps those days will be highly 
regulated. The Plan should certainly elaborate on the protection aspects and 
the-Old Central Pacific Railroad Grade should be protected and preserved! 

Spring manipulations should be carefully planned. The springs in the Newfoundland 
Mountains might serve as a model- the pipe being planted at the lower end of the 
springs-riparian zone with the upper end being maintained rather natural. This 
compares to South Patterson Spring (B 5-19) 36ac (although it appears on State 
Section 36, the Hydrological report indicated that the Spring belongs to the ELM) 
where the spring is fenced off and piped to a CCC constructed reservoir. Although 
this is a partially good management system, the lower wetlands should be fenced 
off from cattle like the spring source and let the over flow or the very distal 
region be accessible for cattle. Presently the spring flow is bypassing the pipe 
and the cattle have destroyed the water-cress region in the CCC constructed 
reservoir. Spring manipulations should aways maintain some of the original 
wetlands for preservation of relict populations of crustaceans, mollusks and other 
invertebrates. Does the BLM have a map with the 208 springs on public lands (page 82 
and a listing of the springs? 

9.6 [ Public access to the Raft Mountains from Utah side should be encouraged 

9.7 

9.8 

Cattle grazing should not be allowed in spring and summer on the desert ranges. 
The cattle trample the wetlands and riparian zones needlessly. If the desert 
ranges are to be utilized by cattle, then the wetlands, springs, and riparian 
zones should be fenced and water should be brought to the cattle. 

Noxious weeds (page 74) include many native plants (death camus, larkspur, lupine, 
horsebrush). It seems that the Bureau of Land Managment should concentrate on 
some of the exotic species including cheat grass. The first efforts to improve 
the range should be the large acres of cheat grass- a public danger !n summer 
because of its inflamable nature, and a grass that has no value for wldllfe in 
Sumner and autumn and winter. 

9.4 

9.5 

9.6 

9.7 

9.8 

Response to Letter 9 

A proposed decision to prepare a managewIt plan for the grade is 
included in the RM. The plan would consider protection and 
preservation needs. (See Proposed Decision 1 for Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern.) 

BLM agrees that sprin manipulation should be carefully planned. 
However, specific man pulations occur at the activity planning 9 
level. BLM's stipulations and specifications that are to be followed 
in activity planning minimize impacts to springs. BLM has mapped 
many of the 208 springs found on public land and has a coiaplete 
listing of springs. 

There is no continuous block of public land on the south slope of the 
Raft River Mountains over which public access to the Raft River 
Mountains may be provided. Condemnation of private lands for public 
access roads is not considered a reasonable solution to providing 
such access. 

It is uncertain what is meant by the temi "desert ranges." If the 
term applies to the desert shrub coaaaunity. it should be noted that 
most of these areas are grazed primarily in the late fall and/or 
through the winter months. In those areas where livestock have 
access to the desert shrub comnunity, every effort has been made in 
the past to eliminate unnecessary impact during the spring and 
samer. 

If the term refers to the desert mountain ranges found in the county, 
it should be understood that some of these ranges have excellent 
sumaer range potential and are utilized in this manner. use at any 
other time of the year would be both impractical and probably 
detrimental to preferred plant species. 

In either case, your point about preventing unnecessary impact to 
wetlands and riparian areas is important. PrOteCtiOn of these areas 
has always been dependent on funding. Specific protection measures 
for wetland and rfparian areas will be developed and implemented in 
conjunction with HMPs and other activity plans. 

Noxious weeds include many natives. BLM policy is to treat those 
plants identified by BLM and the State of Utah that pose a threat to 
any resource. The BLM will continue to cooperate with the county 
government in their treatment program, which due to fundina has 

L_L.--* -_A A_*_-.-^* *a._* *,._ - -..- *_a_ -__-_ 1*. a..,._.,_ .._.>A_* 
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Comment Letter 9 
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With the oreat invasion of grasshoppers in the sumner of 1935 it seems that there 
is a $lO,~OO,OOO program for spraying the grasshoppers. Although such programs 
are usuallv worthless in controllino certain asoects of nature and are usuallv 
accomplished for polftfcal reasons and not resoorce reasons, it seems a crime-that 
the Bureau of Land Managment couly not have a sound research effort going with 
a budget of some $100,000 per year for the various Districts. This research 
could study the insects on the ranges and the rodents on the ranges and the ecology 
of insects, rodents and native plants and animals. Should a spraying program be 
instituted, then the research should be to monitor the effect on nesting birds, 
rodents, other insects, and plants. At least in this manner the BLM might have 
some sound data and save the taxpayers much money in the long run. 

Thus Utah Nature Study Society recommends that the Preferred Alternative should 1 
include more restrictions on travel by recreationists and more protection for 
the Newfoundland Mountains. Plans to transplant bighorn sheep should be carefully 
considered in both the Pilot and Newfoundland Mountains. Protection of the 
riparian zones, springs, and wetlands should continue to have high priority. 

fggg&g-yJ YL 

Issues Conmitt;e 
airman 

Utah Nature Study Society 

Response to Letter 9 
always been lfmited to riohts-of-way alone oubJfc roads. The danoer - 
of cheatgrass has been diicussed throughout the analysis portion of 
the Draft RMP. Throuah fire-rehabilitation efforts and ranaeland 
fmprovement projects.-ELM Is attemptfng to reclafm these a&s; This 
effort is limited by site production potential and funding. 

9.9 BLM did not fund any Of the program for spraying The 
Anfmal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS 3 

rasshoppers. 
was responsfble 

for funding and implementing this program in Utah. In cooperation 
with Utah State University personnel the BLM is gathering lfmfted 
amounts of fnformatfon on the Black grassbug (Labops spp.) 
infestation in crested wheatgrass and currently on the effects of an 
unknown insect which is apparently killing sagebrush. 



Comment Letter IO Response to Letter 10 

Br,.. Elder Resource Management Plan Team Leac,sr 
Bureau of LPlrd Managemsnt 
2370 South 2330 West 
5alt Lake Crty, IJtah 84119 

Ve have reviewed the Oraft Envlromental Impact Statemsnt i0ElS1 on 
the ~rel~m,nary Bo:, Elder Management Flan. The fnliowrnp are QUI 
comments: 

10.1 Forage dfstributfon for wfldlife is 16,536 AUMs. (See Revisions and 
Corrections for page 1.) 

10.2 The change has been made. (See Revisions and Corrections for 
page 74.) 

10.3 Both changes have been made. 
75.) 

(See Revisfons and Correctfons for page 

10.4 :y; thange has been made. (See Revisions and Corrections for page 

10.4 i 4. Fa,-e i,?, ?e+t column, tn,rd ParagrxPh, first sentence, 

I 

10.5 The change has been made. (See Revisions and Corrections for 
m,ssps,,es a!lotmenr~. page 127.) 

F%hiIS T. HOLP 
5:ate ConservrtionIst 

I 
cc : jeorgr C. Bluhm, Dlrectnr, SCS, P,rt:,qd, OF 

10.6 As noted in the footnotes. the costs were determined for each budget 
on an individual basis from interviews where possible. This data was 
then averaged, and where necessary augmented wfth data from other 
sources, Davis and Wheeler for example. More detailed information on 
the budgets is available at the Salt Lake District Office. 
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THETRANCH 3 
.J"lY 12. ,985 

M. Danni* 0aKs 

Bald Eagle Mountain, Nevada 
Ma,, 
PO 
MO", 
898: 

11.1 

11.2 

“1. 1 SUPPoPt the PPOPO.** esta, ishmG”t Of the ACEC’S an* 
“RM Class 11 for the Pilot rmuntains. If the Pilot Mountazns at-a 
?*d.Sig”Zltcd, the” the PPCPo5ed OR” us* a+ deslsnat** In F19UP. 
a-3 Should be cl?anga* to 1 im,t Off-roe‘* travel to bxl,tl”s rOa*l 
an* tr*,1s. Such 1 imi*at,ons !Ao”l*: 

Ft: decrease the incidence Of fires. 
B. he,!2 PreSerYe forage for ,i”~stoCK WI* ulldllf* US. 
c. i-educe er0510n an* 1 itter*n*. 

1 further be* le”e that th. PPOPOsed Flu,* Mln.l-*l Loas in9 
categor ier fOP this area should be r.d.sLsnatP* to CatCslOrY a-no 
surface OCC”PbnCY,foP the 5ame PeaSOns out1 Ins* IDOVP. 

*2. I f”,,Y ,YPp*Pt ttlc dl”lS,On Of the L”cl”-P,lot *,,otmDnt 
into tuo DP ml-e a1 ,OtNS”tS d.Sf tn.* bY soas.0” Of use and/Or 
perm,ttce. l-h is VO”,d a1 10” SPe*ter sfflclencv ,n 9Pazln9 use, 
heI-* d istr ibut 10” an* control, an* a.llou both the BLM an* the 
PermIttees involved to better develop AMP’S YhlCh would In t”Pn 
fac,,,tate more efficient managsmnt of the PanPP a.n* the herds. 

11.1 

Response to Letter 11 

The proposed ACEC desl natfon for the Pflot Mountains has been 
modified to include s on y the watersheds of Dormer and Bettridge 
Creeks. (See Proposed ACEC Decision 2.1 ORV use would be limited to 
designated roads and fluid mineral leasing Category 3 would be 
applied to the proposed ACEC. These designations would not be 
warranted in the remainder of the PiJot Mountain Area. As stated in 
the proposed decision for the Visual Resource Management Program, a 
new inventory of visual resources resulted fn the Pilot Mountains 
being reclassified to VRM Class III. 

11.2 Proposed season-of-use for Lucin-Pilot Allotment is found in Proposed 
Range Decision 5 and Table 4. The Proposed DeClSlon would leave the 
season-of-use as currently assigned until an Allotment Management 
Plan (AMP) is signed. At that time, ft may be determined that the 
season-of-use should be adjusted to prevent long-term damage to the 
vegetation resource. 



Comment Letter 11 

La.tly, I uould 1 Iii* to .xpr*ss my U1.Y that as a 53en.ral POIICY, I 
Cal ieua thlt th. .“V l~C3~03UIlt should be Protected in a, N*Y Y*Ys 11 
POlSiblP. The *stab, iShIne** 04 POaidS, P0Y.P ! ine5, +,r* trails, w&d 0ttl.r 
,“F+LC= dlsturbancs, ~hO”,d be ellmlnated or xa*t to I” haSOlUte m,n,mm. 
The cutting 01 FOPPeSt Of a”? SPaCI.5, Should not !a. I1lc.Y.d nor should th* 
I*“@ +or tha vast p*rt be cleared by +ir., Chll”l”S or SPPIY 1119. L&are 
fire is tall”9 I”ppl-e,sc* B”ePY ai+ort should be nude to control It vitho”t 
d tsurll ins tha *an*, b:, CU*tI”g fir* trills that PQmal” a Pal-t oc *i-i.+ land 
for a IliCtinm. I” short, tsave the land a, Y. find it L, MCh 15 PO,S,bl.. 
w hd”I alPeadY left too InanY NPK, on It’. 

YOUPI RCSpeC*C”1IY an* .sl”cerelrJ 

/ 
-> q,QG?p7,& 
Joseph I?. Payn. 



12.1 

12.2 

Comment Letter 12 

TRUE OIL C~WAW 

RIVER CROES ROAD asPER. W-fouIIc. 

P. 0. DRAWER 2364 

PHOW 217-910, 

July 10, 1985 12602 

Mr. Dennis Oaks 
Box Elder RMP Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 

Dear Mr. Oaks: 

The following are our comnents concerning the Box Elder Resource Area Draft 
Resource Management Plan/EIS. 

We are totally opposed to the two mile radius surroundfnq saqe qrouse struttinq 
grounds. We have been'through this same proposal in the state of-Wyoming and it has 
been found that a 500 foot radius is sufficieit to orotect the saqe arouse struttino 

lease holders. 
grouse are not seriously affected strutting period in other locations which 

tours for people to view the strutting gro e at the Jackson, Wyoming airport and 
people in the Casper, Wyoming area also go ut on the Hat Six Road to watch the grouse 
strut each year. 

It is therefore strongly recommendea the BLM modify the buffer zone from two 
miles down to a 500 foot radius -- and 500 feet is probably not even required. 

BLM should identify what trade-off decisions were made under each alternative. 
For example, the weight given to surface versus subsurface resources and their uses 
should be pointed out very clearly and completely. Environmental Consequences section 
of the Box Elder plannino document addresses these decisions, but we wonder whether 
it is comprehensive enough for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act 
requirements. It is suggested that the Box Elder planning team review Colorado BLM's 
Grand Junction plan which provides an extensive evaluation of the trade-offs between 
resources. We believe by using the Grand Junction Plan as a guide, the Box Elder Plan 
would be enhanced in this area. 

We support the Bureau's new Fluid Mineral Leasl'ng Guidelines. Their use provides 
industry and the public with relatively site-specific information regarding how the 
resource area is to be leased and where it will be leased. We fully support the 
inclusion of a map delineating these lease category areas by alternative. 

12.1 

12.2 

Response to Letter 12 

BLM has adopted the "Guidelines for Maintenance of Sage Grouse 
Habitat" by Clair E. Braun, et al., published in The Wildlife Society 
Bulletin Volume 5 NO. 3, Fall 1977, as guidelines for protecting sage 
grouse habitat on public land. This document SuggeSts protecting 
habitat within 3 kilometers of active strutting grounds (leks), with 
SON flexibility based upon sound biological opinion. 

It !s true that some grouse have become habituated to human activity 
and do not seem to be bothered by activities ClOSe to the strutting 
ground. On the other hand, some leks will be totally vacated for an 
entire mornin if humans drive to within 3/B t0 l/4 mile of the 
area. Other 4 eks may have strutting males in conjunction with human 
activity, but the females are inhibited and do not Visit the lek. 

The restrlctfon for sage grouse withfn the plannfng area 1s for the 
period from March 15 through June 15. The buffer zone has been 
reduced from a 2-mile radius to a 0.5-mile radius. A 500-foot radius 
would be considered inadequate to protect the reproduction of this 
fmportant species. 

The Proposed Box Elder RMP/Final EIS wfll reflect current BLM policy 
to make as much land as possible available for mineral leasing and 
development while protecting important resource VaTUeS. 
Consideration of these other values has resulted in approximately 
1 percent of the planning area being withdrawn from mineral entry or 
categorfzed as no surface occupancy for fluid minerals activities. 
NO public land would be closed to fluid mineral leasin 

9. 
Resource 

trade-offs on those lands have been identified and ana yzed at an 
a 

f( 
proprlate level of detail to support proposed decisions and to meet 

t e requfrements of NEPA. 
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Page 2 
Letter to Mr. Dennis Oaks 
July 11, 1985 

We also agree with ELM's decision under the Preferred Alternative to open 33,506 
acres now closed to leasing. We believe that leasing the subsequent exploration and 
development activities in these mountain ranges can be accomodated through mitigation 
and careful planning of activities. 

ROB/de 

Administrative Assistant to 
H. A. True, Jr. 
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The Nature Conservancy 
CLdh Public LIntis Proiec:l”n Planning 

'23 South H>qhwav WY, 
it dlwile. Ctah SG3Y 

,!a,, .5?-4ii4 
July lb, ,965 

nr. oenn1s a*ts 
Box Elder Resource nmrqement Pid” leaa Leader 

sure," of Ld"d nan,gaent 
2370 south 23310 Yelt 
S*lt Lake Cit.{, UT 84119 

Dear nr. o*ra: 

Thank you for the opportunity to co..ent on the Draft Box Elder Re- 
source lf4naqtrent Plan rnd Env,ronmwtal lapact Statement. The Nature 
Conservancy's so,* oblectlve 15 the prPrer"dtlan Of natural dlverslty. 
That 15, we seek to l rlntaln certain undisturbed ecosystems, and popul+- 
tlonl of rare plants and l n,.ris. ThPrefore, the folla*Ing cc...ents *Ill 
deal only nxth aspects of the Plan which involve these consrrratlon 
‘55YQS. 

The proposed bred of CrItIcal Environmental Concern (ACECI I" the 
PiLot Mountrlns appears to be relevant and taportsnt for the reasons you 
have lIsted o" oage 38. Ye eapec~allv supoort thl- prorrosal for the pro- 
tection it could qive to important natural systeao, which L" certain lo- 
catlcn5 are prrstine. Ye a,~ f,"W the addltlonsl protectron that ACEC 
status could provide for the Lahantan cutthroat trout, gfflcially listed 
a5 Threatened bv the U.S. Fish and Ylldllfe Scrvzce. 

Ue reco.aend that you de5,gnrte th,s KEC L" the PIlot !4ountains. 
Ye further recommend that several management decisions accompany this 
des,qnat,on 1" the R)IP, I" order to protect the ires's natural values. 
First, Fluid Hinerrl Leas~nq Category 3 (NO Surface Occupancy) should 
be applied on the Pl1c.t ?lounta,ns, a5 shown I" AlternatIve 3 (page 49). 
Second. Off-Road Yehlcle Des,gnatrons should ba applied on the Pilot 
"OY"tdl"5, as shown in Rlternatzve 3 (paqe 51), *hich halt or close tra- 
vel on publ,c ia~ds there. Th,s area should a150 be ldentlfled as a" 
avo,dance area for utxllty and transportatxon corrrdarr, foltor~ng your 
reconaenddtron sade on page JS. The Nature Conservancy would be glad to 
prav,de ,nput to the ffanrqeaent Plan, rncludinq fire management, written 
for the PIlot Hountrinr ACEt if It is designated. 

I ,,a5 unable to personafly vlrlt the proposed Red Butte Rountrl" 
&CEC s,te, and cannot .ake a reconmendatron for or aqarnst ACEC destgna- 
tlo" at tn15 trme. The propo,ed Old Central Paclftc Railroad Grade RCEC 
was not non,nated for bloloqlcal features, and 19 beyond the scope of 
our Co.ae"ta. 

tp* 21 

13.1 

Response to Letter 13 

z 

i 
m 

As stated in Response 11.1, the Pilot Mountain ACEC proposal has been 
modified to include Only the watersheds of Dormer Creek and Bettridge 
Creek. This ACEC PrOPOSal would allow BLM to develop a cqrehensive 
plan that would include protectfon measures for the Ldhontan 
Cutthroat trout as well as measures to maintain the watersheds as 
sources of potable water. These measures include a Category 3 
classification for fluid mineral leasing. a limited designation for 
off-road vehicles and designation as an avoidance area for 
rights-of-way. The remainder of the Pilots not included in the ACEC 
would continue to be managed under standard operating procedures and 
other management measures identified in the Proposed RR. 
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13.2 

13.3 

13.4 

Comment Letter 13 

W. Dennis Oaks 
July lb, 1985 
P. 2 

Ye resllzc thdt this current RNP proceee IS the most opportune time 
to propose and carry through on special de,lgnatlons such a, ACEC's. 
Ho*e"cr, we urge you not to conelder the upcomtnq Pldn de thm flndl word 
on spmclal deslgndtlons 1n 00% Elder County. As our Informrtron has. 
bmcomts brodder, em mev discover other eztee *orthy of desLonatlon ds 
ACEC's or ee Research Natural PIreds (RNl'sl. Should such dreds come to 
our l ttentton, I. ~111 andlyz. the., make propoerls, and work cooperd- 
tlvely eIth you to ensure thdt Importmnt ndturdl vdiues we protected. 

In antlcipdtlon of this, we request thdt you make an addltlon to 
Lppendlx 2. Under '5pecl.l Stlpuletxons Cfor 011 and Gnsl to be Applred 
at TIM of Lea..", we suggest a stxpulatlon whose first two sentences 
would reed: 

"All or part of the lad II! thle Ieeee me included in dn scoloo~catl~ 
unique and special are*. Therefore, no occupdncy or drsturbdnc. of th. 
surfrce of the lad described below 1. duthorized.' 

l ** 

The rmmsindmr of the commentr ~111 focus on protectIon, mansgmment 
and conrervdtlon of rdrm spmcles. 

Yithin the Draft RflPIElS, statmmmnts which pcrto:n to conservation 
of mnddnqarmd, thrmatmnmd, dnd smnrltzve epccxe. dpoear 1n Chrotmr 3 on 
thm Affmctmd &vironm.nt (pdgcs 74, 94), and ,n Appmndrc.. L and 2 for 
Nitisdtlns tlmrsures. It emem. thet protection of rarm somcims should 
hav.~ba.n~mention.d under the "Featores Common to All Rlterndtlrms' smc- 

tion of Chapter 2. 

Ylthin the Final RflP, therefore, policy stdtmments regsrdxng rdrm 
species protection should dppeer dlongride policy stetmmmnts for the VW- 
ious other GLR programs. Language regardrng rare-specxes l ltlgatzng mmd- 

sure% in the Appandlces should also reesln, wxth on. addition. "ndmr 
sttpulrtion number I fpege 130 10 the Draft), the first sentmnce should 
reddi 

'A11 or pert of thm land in this Leas. is Included in d crlticrl drmd 
for thredtmned, l nddngmrmd or s.neitIv. specie.." 

This addition mould hrvm the RHP foIlon BLfi Guld.1in.s to ~onsmrvm ~COSI- 
ttve spmc~ms, as dmflned in Instruction flemorrndu. ES-229 fro. th. Utah 
stat. OffIC.. 

13.5 1 Yithin Chdpter 4 of the Draft RIPIEIS, there 1s no mmntion med. of 
thm consmquencms which thm vdr~ous l ltmrndtlves l dy hev. on enddnqered, 

P. 3 

Response to Letter 13 

13.2 The RMP can be amended as necessary to keep up to date with new 
information and changing resource and user needs. 

13.3 In applying special stfpulations for fluid mineral leasing, we 
identified several specific resource values which could be consfdered 
"ecologically unique and special." Specfal stipulations have been 
applfed to protect such values as crucial wildlife habitats, 
sensitive watersheds, important visual resources. threatened and 
endangered species, and historical resources. Because we have 
applied the stipulations to specific sensitive resources, an 
additional general stipulation for ecologically unique or special 
areas would not be needed. 

13.4 ALM is mandated by laws and regulations to protect endangered, 
threatened and sensitive species and their habitats on public lands. 
This is non-discretionary and therefore no decision needs to be made 
on this subject. The subjects dealt with in the "Features CORmOn to 
All Alternatfves" section are those which require a decision and come 
into play regardless of which alternative is considered. 

Sensitive species have been added to the stipulations for Category 3 
Fluid Hfneral Leasing. (See Proposed Decision 3 for Minerals.) 

13.5 The protection of endangered, threatened and sensitive species and 
their habitat is mandated to BLH by laws and regulations. Therefore, 
no adverse impacts to these species are anticipated. This statement 
has been added as No. 7 under the "Analysis Assumptions" section of 
Chapter 4. (See revisions and corrections for page 103.) 



Comment Letter 13 Response to Letter 13 

Hr. D~nnlr Oaks 
July lb, 1985 
P. 3 

I 

threatened. or ,.nr*t,vc spsc,ss. The Flnai R"P should discuss co,n,r- 

13.5 quencr~ of plan-~aplemwntatlon on such spec~ea. If there are no advrrrc 
canrsquanccr antlclpated, then that should br stated. 

Yc a,,., hrvr speclfrc rcco...ndrt,ons lnvolvlnq two rllr. IPWISI: I 

I 
I. Our records show that ‘Irtr,orlu, l ns.rrnus occurs on p"b,,c land ,n 13.6 As you indicated in your coawnt letter, Astragalus anserinus has 

northwestern 80x Elder County. Field surr.yr by &I( pwronnel h&v. 
been found on public lands fn western Box Eld er County. In addition, 

13.6 conflraed these record,, and have discQver@d ss"errl l ddit,onr, popu- several more additional sites may have been located. At this time 

irt*ons. Becw~r SD few locrtlons are known for th,, plant, *P ret- 
these sites are not confinaed. Astragalus anserinus has not been 

asmend that rt be nrlntained 1% a sensltlve species. identified as sensitive by the U.S. Fish and Wildme Service. It is 
doubtful that any proposed projects will adversely impact the plant. 

I 

2. Regardless of tht outcome of the PIlot Muntrlns ACEC proposal, WC Ho*ever, if it is within a proposed project area, the BLM intends to 

rccoamend that rsstrlctlve deslqnstlons for fluId nineralr lrrlrng, insure that adverse Impacts do not occur to the plant or its 

13.7 for ORV "se, and for l ~naral ,,Ithdrrwal (alI as found tn Altwnat,ve preferred site. 

I 3) be applied to thr habitat o+ the Lrhontan cutthroat trout along 
Donnw and Battridge Creeks. 

t+* 

Thxs concludes our coea*nts on the Box Elder Draft RHPIEIS. Ye ap- 
prrclate the part cooperatron we have rwcelvmd from the Bear River RR.- 
ource Arma and ths Salt Lak. Dlrtrlct, and look forward to norkrng with 
you In th* future. 

Sincerely yours, 

.p [ 5: q 

Joel S. Tuhy 
Utah Public Land, 

Protrctlon Plann*r 

13.7 The restrictions mentloned in this ccam#ent are found in the proposed 
decisions for minerals. 



Comment Letter 14 
JOAnn K Tanner 
524 Sast 600 North 
Brigham City, Utah 84302 

Gear Sirs; 
5 .-.. 

I would like to make the following statement in regards to the Environmental 

14.1 

I 

Impact Study. 
I have a few acres of range land on Pine Creek in the Grouse Creek flountains 

which I inherited from my family and I intend to leave it for my children. This 
land is mrrr important to us than it is to hunters or campers therefore, I am 
opposed to the access road. we already have a problem with trespassers leaving 
gates open and cutting the fences,nnd we feel this access would increase the exlstinq 
problem. we do not have the time or the money to patrol the area. 

14.2 1 Also, I am opposed to elk in the area. we have the feed we need for our few 
cattle and we do not wish to share it with elk. 

Sincerely, 

Response to Letter 14 

14.1 Generally, the reason the BLM attempts to gain an easement through 
orivate lands is to provide access to public lands for oe?%ittees, 
i-ecreatlonists, othei users and BLM employees. An easement through 
nrivate lands does not want users the riqht to trespass on 
&rounding private lands. However, if the BLM determines that 
obtaining an easement through private lands would adversely impact 
these lands, the project is dropped. Therefore, because the ELM is 
cceasitted to the idea that management of public lands should not 
impact surrounding private lands, the easements identified in the 
Preferred Alternative have been dropped from the Proposed Plan. 

14.2 The proposed decision concerning the elk transplant onto the Grouse 
Creek/Raft River Mountain Ranges iS not to agree to the 
reintroduction. This 1s based upon the fact that publfc land is in 
the minority compared to the private land within the assumed elk use 
area and that local opposition has been expressed. 



Comment Letter 15 

Dear 30x 3lder County Planners 

After reviewing your draft plan for land use in Qox Slder County, it is 
clear 1 favor Alternative 3 .fhich would allow for maximum big game h,bi:at re- 
tention md/or management. I feel this coa~ty needs to ~laan intensively far 
many uses as its population increases. dowever, ,ndustry and agricu;t.ure tends 
to look out Ior itself. 

If wildlife is not directly n..naged far naximum yield, it is too often left 
behind in the snuffle. ;(esources for future ?opul*tion q'xality enjoyment don't hag- 
pen b.: accident--only if,you program for it. !iopefully. air and *ate= quality, bene- 
fitting wildlife, fishe@?s. znd people directly, vi11 also be sensitively included 
in the planning. Of them all, I believe the mule deer and Pilot t4ountri.n eik herds 
shouid be orotected. expanded. and nvraged most wisely, particularly use and a~ce~s 
to winter range. Thank you. 

fhrtt kxcirl 
Cokevilie, iyo. 83il?, 
member, Utah !funters Fed. 

Response to Letter 15 

No response required. 
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16.1 

16.2 

16.: 

16.4 

16.5 

Comment Letter 16 

Therefore. we ,-~c<~mmelld that the tarrn a&,F.? Ai tee,-.at, .,I> 
LIT Its entlretv. I? 1% b.. ill rt,e ,,.?S,t .;iiL,Lt:?+ <'>,I , ,-,+ .+ ,rc"10", 
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Response to Letter 16 

16.1 The Draft W/EIS proposed considerable acreage as limltad or closed 
to off-road vehicle (ORV) use in Alternatives 2 and 3. Many of these 
desfgnatlons mere proposed on the basis of potential conflfcts, not 
existing resource problems. Protection offered by other management 
actions in the Proposed Plan, would prevent adverse impacts to much 
of the acreage previously proposed for ORV restrictions. Therefore, 
ORV use will be llmited to designated trails in the Dormer and 
Bettrfdge Creek areas to protect a threatened species, and to 
exlstlng roads and trails In Visual Resource Management Class II 
areas and along the old Central Pacific Railroad Grade. 

BLM has the authority to impose emergency closures or limitations 
whenever a need arises. Mule deer and saqe arouse hunters sometimes .._..__ - ~~ 
concentrate In sufffcient numbers with ORVs lo cause a problem in 
localized areas; closing roads during hunting seasons or limiting 
hunter access would have to be coordinated with the Utah Division of 
ullnlife Resources TUDYR). Reaulatlna hunter concentration is ._.. -.. ..~ 
ultimately the responsibility Gf the Board of Bfg Game Control of the 
UDWR. Again, BLM assists in maklng recmmendatlons to this board and 
would be wllllna to consider reduclno hunter concentrations in some 
areas on public-lands. 

16.2 See Response to Cwaent 16.1. 

16.3 It 1s BLM policy to thoroughly evaluate all planned roads and to 
rehabilitate the roads that are no longer necessary. Some projects, 
such as harvesting forest products or utlllty llne construction, 
require access. It Is also BLM policy to close and rehabilitate the 
tamporary roads when the projects are completed. 

New permanent access roads are planned in the Baker Hills and Dove 
Creek Allotments to increase grazing management efficfency. These 
roads are In the low elevation semi-desert shrub aones and will not 
adversely affect wildlife. 

Under the 1872 Mining Law, a claimant has the right to locate and 
mafntain access to his claims on public land. Construction and 
maintenance would be subject to the CFR 3809 regulations. 

16.4 There are presently no closed (non-motorized) areas on public lands 
in Box Elder County. Several limited desfgnations but no closures 
have been proposed. (See Proposed Decision 1 for Recreation Program.) 

16.5 See Response to Corenent 16.1. 
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16.10 

Comment Letter 16 

R”)l FLDEF FE’jO!JFiCE F’CAN UTAH HCINTEKS FEDE6GTIOh 

6. 

I 

7. 
16.7 

I 

?. 

16.6 

Q. 

16.9 

'I 

i,' 

OFF ROAD ‘VEHICL.E=: it 15 4~q~e5ted ihat sr.,rr-g t-e~tr ~rt!...i-,~. 
if ntjt d total bcn inn the -c-p .?f c,+t rnaj ,&li:‘.?r ,n .,--z 
of wildlIfe corlfl act tie l~npismentod *nd +nfc,rce.J. r*>e 
,“por+ance Of I-mFF cO2.d opportvn, ‘lez ilri pl.i?l 1 c lar7r,s 1 c 
r OCLllJrl I. - rii i ta,.,‘. SlnCr hl.lmbU nif.~lre L ‘5 i~urr, 7pc.r ,-,rtr jii 
persp1e w, 1 : -,c+ 8. rcponc,, bl II. the 3.Tea9 c,pr?ri to 5S.K” “c+1 _IT.. 
r,,=-r<, t,s hE snrl ,rm, Cf.,% .and r?qulated. Thit-- shl-a.l i,s C,” 
C”fT’c, dET I.+ 1 or%9 LOT 5$>eClfl c off mail 119e S’E3-l that at-’ 
not ,I7 rsnpF%l t ion WL%h hs.lntlnq .2t-.?as 131 “1, ! l,, L Fr ,l,i” i.)“m++ 
c?lso. there 15 the -I~YIUU~ deterlnr*tlon ,I* bi3P e7::r~xr-e-~~. 
rr>a.js. hatjlta?, ..nrj tr+l?s 1ei,,5?.6 tiy off rcn3rl .,ehlI i-5. 
wh,rh i:nsb5 the BLM Ill Incrsased me,nterirnce. 

WINTER RI?NGES: --.-~ titnter:ng rar?yes ire the mo=+ ,-rlf-?.--.i 
‘-,dclt3t for tjg gamr and 5h0UIil tre o,-oterted frcmm .“liT,I. =I 
br ,ivr, 3-d I,T,i,l,cl co,mpPtl t,lon irmn 1 I *rs+.cri Th , :: 1 IL -I j 1: ! I :, 
n,nt Ccl., fin* r~imcd +,-au*, brtt also n+f r-o.36 tra.ut=i, ‘i-c 
v snarl snob tr . . ,i~eI C sriuwr,hi 1 ea ) Shl,~.ild b.2 ellm~nate~ in 
these .3’?-5 zd,,.-kTllj I”i,\‘erlrtcl months, to prriumt h,.rassment 
.Ziiii s,rr+ rs.‘ctlol, 0; L?I I d, 1 fe- In,, hab, tat 

F-1 IT: IRE TRCNSFLANTS O~mm’&~.,__HIGHr.RN SHEEF I AND FHONGHORNS: __- 
With the ~,icrea’e L,-, ths nunhera of hunter?. ei.rh vc-ar there 
15 i Inerd tn I,,Ci”.3.hl prodr,c+ir,ty 04 the hi?, mqarn.2 +:er,i+. 
It I 9 recommended i-hat the BLrl suppwt the rr,ntrad.~ctlmn 
af “ii, W,d blgharn .shr*p c4 ~~alircl Qvt I” r‘ilterr~atlve 
T rng*riilerr rif the oc lb= :altet-nbtlve chr35sx +$n :mplcwent. 
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Response to Letter 16 

16.6 See Response to Comnent 16.1 

16.7 See Response to CDacnt 16.1 for discussion Of vehicle limitations Or 
closures for wildlife purposes. 

Reducing lfvestock/wildlife CanPetitiOn for winter range will be a 
major goal of the AMPS. 

At present, snombiles or other vehicles or traffic are not a 
significant problem on winter ranges on public lands fn the planning 
area. If thfs problem arises, it will be handled as stated in the 
Response to Cowent 16.1. 

This REP proposes to restrfct any disturbfng actfvity wfthfn mule 
deer Winter range between the crucial dates of December 1 and 
April 15. (See Proposed Decision 7 for wIldlife. 

16.8 The proposed declslons are to agree to the Pilot Hountafn bfghoro 
sheep reintroduction and the Increase and refntroductfon of 
pronghorn. The Newfoundland Nountafn bighorn sheep reintroduction 
would be authorized but is not consfdered feasible as long as 
domestic sheep use the area. As stated in the Response to Cannent 
14.2, BLM would not agree to the elk refntroductfon in the Grouse 
Creek/Raft River Mountains. 

16.9 Your analysis of livestock use under the alternatives in the Draft 
RW/EIS fs Incorrect. In Alternative 2. livestock would graze at the 
active preference level, which is the level of the current grazing 
pennits. Although lfvestock operators are now authorized to graze 
livestock at this level, many chose to use a level below the 
authorized level. Therefore, this alternative would not represent an 
Increase of permltted use but it would be greater than present actual 
use. Alternative 1 represents the average number of AUMs which the 
o erators have actually used over the last 5 years. Therefore, only 
Alternative 4 identiffes an increase in pennltted livestock use. 

Mule deer AUMs remain the same under all alternatives and the 
Proposed RMP because the population and assodated AUMs are now 
considered to be at the herd unit management level. Under the 
Proposed RMP pronghorn AUMs would increase by 964 AUMs. Bighorn 
sheep would be allocated 262 AUMs. The elk AUMs would remain at 344 
because the proposed decisfon 1s not to allow the reintroductfon. 

16.10 BLM recognizes that hunter demands wfll fncrease in the future. 
Limftatlons or quotas may need to be enforced at some point. These 
hunter restrictions are the responsibility of the State Board of Bfg 
Gam Control. BLM will be preparfng and implementing Habitat 
Management Plans (HNPs.1 for the plannfng area in an attempt to 
improve habitat conditions and thereby allow an increase in wildlife 
populatfons. The effectiveness of this fmprovement will be directly 
dependent upon the amount of available funding. 

I”.., IIIC,C #rrc E,,Cz+CIILI. II” LII,>F” I1I<,II-rI.“*Yr LLC”, c.rrn> ,111 11111z1 II. 11,111. 
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Comment Letter 16 

B”Y ElL,KR F;ESOURCE PILAN UT,+ HUNTERS FzEDEKATION 
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I 
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16.12 
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17. 

GRAZING RIGHTS RFVENUE: The I,‘%=; oc:aw sells AIM’.: at 61.1. 
whi rh I5 cons: .,erahlu IF55 than Ph.= ir ite nf Ilt~~ UT ,=Ch.-.r- 
private part*cs. We'.345111"e Fh,ib the Far! ice 15 not 
clgnlficantlv .dlffsrent. The :t.tE of Utah ch.?r~,q'i il tn 
7 hd*.,ii .r-s i,rr >C.!i?! 13n d bl,<dijn,.> ~,Stem. it ar7peara lLh.D)- 
ir, ,ncrF?~5" I,, xv cost I5 In Lrd4'. G see c+ ;t c-.i- '5 .,,,l! =?I-- 
L?r.r Alit? wl?l.Ll*d nnt be Ollt .,f I ,a-,-. We re,a1,:e +hit t,:,i 

I‘1TNERAL DE:~EiWWENT REI’EN!JE: Mineral ~7levelooment k; +nr,3-h~1- 
+I-p.3 whet-a the RL-M appears to he subsldi:lv,j lnsii~r~ k~~,si~i,-~-z 
,.-,-,t,,,-*a. ihere muit be ‘3 chrnqe !n thr tor,nni 3 il’i.?,, b.3 
rlvtermine the Fees x:t,armled. IGrezlny arId ,711 nerel .d*x-, ,-,psrrt 
-,I,,.v,,ld be :,.,o 31-d~ oi rnlrrsaa*d re”Irl’uF5 1 nstead 11 
1 :abxl itlrs, 

F’nO,Y I 644 ENFWr-EPlENT: A._- “ne ..,f t-he rild’imr,s far deter, oratlnq __.~.. 
hcb~tat ~5 pclnr ~p,-,lIciP.~ 0C oFi rsad vehicles, “aradallem. 
lliill *<I-F’.3 .rI*-lslIr?s nilt beirsli Frl:nr.-ad. POACHING SC-I,+ ILLEGAL 
i.JLz. 3re a1 ‘E.,? +,x3 nL’lnerOL14 to +a‘er?+r. ThF laci r,i ic?rsoonr! 
t CI rr,FTll-Cr thesr + .,,er, “F I e7julatlons and law3 IE > ,jr-o”le,n 
Ld,-,i,:h i,+eils ill t,cj ,;i:l,?ll 4 drll, rBc-0’ .>‘~+I. h’Ilwe”e’. tile 1 CC! 
>,f rwforcement *capib, 1, t y 15 ,-,a ‘“a”Pn not ti, i1<m~12 ‘?,-+%+5 
b ,l .~,+I ,-, , I a,- 1. / 3s i I l7 whrl-, ~ccini!, b I ICiili; warrant. 

The iikiF ,E r,c,t A F~rilir:si~or,a, ,,roicp , I, e~tt,er- WI Id: I+= 
,,,“?.~, ;, .,qrr,+ I..,- , -r,,i mr,c~jrment; hcm.,eq’r,-. we a-- 1 ntsras+od ,I? 
t,,iz .->t*-iF.ii:ikl in,“..~;,=<ner,t oi OS.<,- pihI IC I sn,i!c .3,-d WI 11, CT?. 
iI !: :,.7p4 t’:?t .i!L!T f-e< ~,rnmenda+,i~ns ire tT.,rn Ill 3 Ll.i,I+li.Y 
.i I_/ 1 ,i,l.~+l,,,:t, -,” .,,r ,/,. b,r i~~I.-kC, ate +hF h,3,-d wet-, irTl.3 ,i,‘i,, rnt I i.n 
i,: :i.bl-lllily L”hG Gl>? ,-,,,31,.,en wltf, tt-ri r.?5pi,na*t,l 1 I ty oc ,,,a,i.1*7 I’“> 
3,-i>-, ;.r ,i+r?ct, “‘j p,.ib: 1 c 1 .=%a-,i,5 .8-d rrfnllr,.-r25. our ‘hanks 3c-m ovt 
bh WC,,, i,?l the air,* i-,4-,pr h,:,,:r-.; 8.45 .‘,FE’ld iii tnp ,-irri: iS,,+-~‘C--13,2i>ri 
ih ,?llr f, ne state oi II+*,,. iA* hope the ;il W *iii r-fsnaL,, --,ncsF 
+.i pllbllc c’3Tme”t an, ,.,, nt,,-$rlr c,-1 ,?vrl,L3;k= ib t,:, ,-he i-,efii;i b 

I-.? all. 

Response to Letter 16 

16.11 The AUH fee formula is set by Congress and is outside the 
jurisdiction Of the BOX Elder County RMP. AUM costs have been 
studied by the Departments of Interior and Agriculture for the past 
few years. When the study has been cmpleted, Congress will again 
set the fee fOmu?a for grazing on pubiic lands. 

16.12 This issue fs outside the jurfsdfction of the BOX Elder County RMP. 

16.13 Response to Cwnent 16.1 discusses ORV problems and road closures. 
The problem is now limlted to the mule deer and sage grouse hunts. 
BLM Is wflling to consfder road closures on publfc lands during these 
periods, but these closures will have to be coordfnated through 
UDWR. Poaching and fllegal kills are the responsfbility of UDYR. 



17.1 

Comment Letter 17 

ARC0 Exploration Company 
Elploratlon OpersuonJ - WeHer" U.S. 
,07 17th street 
Mading addresr: P 0. Box 5540 
oenver. Colorado 80217 
TelsDhone 303 57s 1000 

17.2 

July 18, 1985 

Mr. Dennis Oaks, Team Leader 
Salt Lake Cfty Distrfct Office 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake Cfty. UT 84119 

Re: Box Elder Draft Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Oaks: 

Atlantfc Richfield Comvanv aoprecfates the oocortunitv to comment on the 
Proposed Resource Hanagesknt 'Plan and accompanying Draft Environmental 
Imoact Statement for the Box Elder Resource Area in northwestern Utah. 
While we believe that the plan in general is reasonable, we have a few 
concerns we wuld like to address below. 

One of our primary concerns with the plan relates to the proposed 
restrictions belnq placed on ooerations wfthfn the vfcinity of saqe 
grouse. We are opposed to the'two-mile radius surrounding sage grouse 
breedfnq comolexes. Accordlno to oublfshed literature. viable orouse 
populations seem to be dependent more on habitat than the activity near 
them. Further, the decrease in sage grouse population stablllty over the 
last 35 years is dfrectly related to efforts to convert sagebrush range to 
grasslands; not as an adverse effect of mlneral operations. It would seem 
equitable to mineral leaseholders that the Bureau consider, as part of its 
plan, re-establishment of sagebrush range to encourage stabflfty rather 
than to aooly severe restrictions on mineral lease holders. Another 
pofnt. it 'is-our understanding that a 500-foot radius is sufficient to 
protect strutting grouse. A two-mile radius is extreme, especially in 
view of the fact that the grouse do not appear to be adversely impacted 
durino critical times of the vear In other locations *hich are subjected 
to eitensive human activity." For instance, every year Jackson-Hole, 
Wyoming, holds tours for people who want to view the sage grouse strut at 
the Jackson airport. The grouse don't appear to be severely incapacitated 
by airport activities since they continue to be active each year. 

Therefore, we recomsend that the BLM modify the bufferzone to a SOO-foot 
radius if such a radius is considered essentfal. 

We believe it is important to identify what trade-off decisions were made 
under each alternative. Specifically, the interrelationship between 
surface and subsurface resources and their uses is important to 
portray in the planning documents. While the Environmental Consequences 
section of the Box Elder Environmental Impact Statement addresses these 
decisions to a limited extent, we wonder whether it is comprehensive 
enough for purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act requirements. 

Response to Letter 17 

17.1 See Response to Coasaent 12.1. 

17.2 In all alternatives, trade-offs are made that affect subsurface 
resources. Mineral withdrawals now exist on 6,840 widely scattered 
acres for numerous public water reserves and are proposed to 
continue. Another 381 acres are proposed for withdrawal from mineral 
entry in an area containing an officially lfsted threatened fish and 
a municipal watershed. These are the only trade-offs proposed in the 
plan that are detrimental to locatable mineral interests. Appendix 6 
of the Draft RR clearly shows the areas/resource values that 
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Comment Letter 17 

Mr. Dennis Oaks 
July 18, 1985 
Page 2 

i 

Ue suggest that the 80x Elder planning team review the Colorado BLM'S 

17.2 
Grand Junctfon Plan *hfch provfdes an extensive evaluation of the trade 
Offs between reSOurCeS. lie believe through use of the Grand Junction Plan 
as a gufde the 80x Elder Plan could be enhanced fn this area. 

We support the uSQ of the Bureau's new Fluid Mfneral Leasing Guidelines. 
Their USQ provides industry and the public wfth relatively specfic 
information regardfng how the Resource Area is to be leased and under *hat 
condftions. lie fully support the inclusfon of a map delineating these 
iease category areas by alternative. 

We agree with 8LM's decision under the Preferred Alternative to open 
33,506 acres non closed to leasjng. UQ believe that possible leasing and 
subsequent exploration and development activities in these mountain ranges 
can be accoataodated 
activities, 

through mitigation and careful plannfng of 

In general, we believe that the proposed 80x Elder Resource Management 
Plan iS reasonable. However, we encourage ELM to incorporate our 
recwnnended changes to the plan In the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and Resource Management Plan. It 1s our contention that these 
changes will enhance thQ plan, while making it more reasonable. 

Sincerely, 

.(L(i ,) ,.c L, .LL 

C. M. Moseley 
Public Lands Analyst ' 

influenced fluid mineral categories under each alternative. The 
principal trade-offs r!th mfneral derelopment occur to watersheds 
(see pay 110 of Draft RI@) and wildlife (see page 112 of Draft 
RMPl. hQ trade-offs are clearly stated. 



Comment Letter 18 

18.2 

18.1 

18.2 

Response to Letter 18 

See Response to Corrment 14.1. 

See Response to conment 14.2. 
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Comment Letter 19 

Forest 
SuvlCb 

savtootk 
Rbt ional 
znrwt 

1525 AddiQOn Av.QuQ Bast 

rIoply To: 1920 

Dee: July 19, 1985 

Box Kldar Iaaoa.ro* WMKwnt Plan Tmu LudQr 
Burun ofLlndkhQyW& 
2370 Swath 2300 VbOt 
salt Lak* city, otti 84119 

Dbu m. oaho: 

Ve l ppnolata this opportue1t.r to cmnt on ]ro"r Draft Box Blder EmQourCe 
Hbnynat Plan and Bevironnntel Impact Strtment. Ya thou&et that ,Olv 
dwmslt Yaa ..ry wall done end Y* hav. no objmotionr with the ael.OtiQ ti 
utbrnntivb 2 l a mm wbfbrrbe ~ltbrrutivb. Thub al-b, hcbmvu, l tr il 

thet Y. hare a- EO~CM’II about, or would like t0 OQYIlt on. Bbae* -I 

On p.5. 1, it statbs tb‘t AltWW.ti~~ 2 %lloQs for . trirl 
nfntmduction of elk on the Drousm Crnk and I&t Blrer Ibantaln r~~2.n 
if outbin condlttioee can be mot.. The Raft Rlvar Notmt~in v.., 
howwar, is prfurll~ under U.S. Forest 9017~~. adDinistretlon md 
private m.rahip. To our knwlbd.$e, them hu not been .a~ 

19.1 ooordinetfon, l 8 outlfnad by th* Dtbb Board of Big 0~ Control. b.tw-n 
the B.L.H., th* Forest Samica, bnd the Otab Division of Ulldli~s 
RwOuro*s conc.miog this propoee1. Ilmreiore, 1e would like to 
momad thbt this statement sithbr M deleted, OF mOdified to arplein 
that this is only a prop01181 that would bar. to be coordinated between 
all the intbm8tbe parties. 

I 

On page 3, it stetss that in Altsrnatlvo 3 tham will be a 

19.2 "mintroduotlon of elk 8nd bighorn into 13 allotmnta and 2 allotmenta, 
re~pect1v.ly.Q It rowld be b8nOfloiti to "a if Y* kne" them these 
auotuata WePa 1.ut.d. 

I 

OPL pa@ 4, 1. mQt.d thbt undbr the Vildlfie sbctlon, it states 

19.3 
tht, aig tlma wale ruin at cwmnt levels under Alternatives 1 and 
2.. On pa@ 1, h~ewer, it statQd that elk would bd reintroduced in 
Altemn&ir~ 2. Tlmm two Qtatbmbnta l pp..r to contradict thma*lres. 

I 

On page 26, ulldbr the e saotlon, two 

19.4 oritbria are listed dealing with cooditiona needed far the mtitroductioo 
0r elk itit0 thb Rart mbr nmtain ama. lf*m again. we would lfk4 to 

F.%*Z00-*w 8 

- My- 

19.1 

19.2 

19.3 

19.4 

Response to Letter 19 

Big gama reintroduction proposals are the responsfbilit of the Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources. UOUR gave this proposa r to 8LM for 
COnSidQratiOn during the planning process. Therefore, 8LM assumed 
that the Sawtooth National Forest had been informed of the proposed 
elk reintroduction. 8LM's proposed decision is not to agree to the 
elk reintroduction on public lands in the Grouse Creek/Raft River 
Mountain Ranges. 

The elk reintroduction was projected to affect the following 13 
allotmanta: Junctfon Creek, Yost Pastures, Janeys Spring, Red Butte, 
Inghaai, Muddy Creek, Inghaa, Pass. Cycle Spring, Rosebud, Pine Creek, 
Yarm Spring. Hirschi and Fisher Creek. Bighorn sheep are proposed 
for reintroduction in the Lucin/Pilot and the Newfoundland 
Allotments. These allotmants *ere listed in the Draft RRP with the 
projected forage needs in Appendix 3c "Forage Use by Allotment - 
Alternative 3. Figure D 'Box Elder Planning Area Grazing 
Allotw#nts" shows the location of these allotments. As mentioned io 
Response to CoIQWnt 19.1, BLM's proposed decision is not to agree to 
the elk reintroduction on public lands. 

See Response to Cements 19.1 and 21.3. 

See Response to ComQnt 19.1. 



Comment Letter 19 

- 
I 

r.o-d the inOlu.iOo of a at.tr.ut whioh point. Out that then mail, 
to he em .owdiaatin# l ot1vitAa with all th. Partfen 1nr01r.d. It 
ebeuld U.n be pinted out that th. uint.r I'..@ 1a.u. a..& to b. q-..d 
- with Cb. private 1.ndarn.r. b&or. .a~ elk could be reintroduced. 

Also on pqe 26, in the .“I ..otion. it atetee that, ‘DDUR is proposing 
. relntmdnotioll of bi&horn .h..p onto the R.ft l?il.r Homt.in. on Fonst 
Sonlo. laeds.. Ew.r.r, neither th. Biw1.F E.w~.r Distriot. nor the 

19.5 

I 

Supenisors Offlo., bar. b..a oontmted conoemi~ thin propo..l. 
Daestic cheep .tlll yu. on ..r.rU portioa. of the B.ft Rivsr WOunt.in 
.I-.., .nd this oonld pot.nti.llF orut. .om. ootiliots. 

I 

On th. ) 2 .nd 4 np, 
locW,ed QD P.S. 33, I. b.v. . qwstion ooa..rn~ th. loo.tion of tract 

19.6 129. AaOOrdi~ to OW PeOOt'd., thi. tr.Ot Of 1-d Is .lr..dJ under 
private owaerahip. 

On pw. 45, under th. - ..otlo.. th. IWt BIv.r 

19.7 
I 

Hountlin Ran@ 1.. li8t.d . . . pr1orit.F .I’.. for vbioh Imb1t.t m.n.g.m.nt 
plaa, should b. pnp.r.d. Shouldn’t th. For.at S.mlc. and the 9ura.u or 
L.od tl.u.6m.ut make . joint d.ol.lon ou this p.rttoular is.u.7 

I 

On P.$. 74, und.r th.p reotlon, it 
stat.. that, %oxious u..d oantrol is th. r..pon.ibilit~ of Box E1d.r 

19.6 county.. This 8teteaent is not l ntFre1y oorrect. 10xiou. v0.d 00ntm1 
r.sponsibil1t.i.. lie with the Stat.. the Counties, .ud the landarners. 

On pw. 67, under the S& aeotlon, the dlaoussion should oont.in an 

19.9 
I 

.xpl...tlon tb.t the elk should not be r.1ntrod~o.d in the R&t River 
Mountain .I-.. until the winter rw. pMb1.m is solved cl... ulntering ou 
privet. lauds). 

19.10 

I 

On PSI@ 06, under tb. Binbcrn section, it stxtes tb.t, ‘The Wit 
River Hount.in reintroduction would be on U.S. Forest S.rvio. 
.dmini.t.nd lands .nd would involve . popul.t.ion of about 100 Rocky 
bkamtaln bi6boro oh..p.* ?I.... refer to our c-nt. r.@rding thi. 
subfoot on pq. 26. 

on th. .W p.g., 1~ th. rOllOWIng p.r.gT.ph, it .t.t.. that, "!JOS..tiO 

19.11 

I 

shnp or, th. Pilot .nd llnrionndllnd rw.. could trlnait dlseos.. to the 
noa- MtiT. ok..p.* W. would like to .ugg..t th.t the R.ft River 
Waatain ma&. b. ino1ud.d in this .t.t.m.nt. 

Pl.... oon.1d.r the.. meat8 in the d.T.lOpm.nt of your Fiu.1 Resource 
Men@wnt Plan and Ear1mm.nt.1 Impact St.t.m.nt. Ye look lon.rd to 
worki~ with you concerning .IIJ coordin.ting .otlviti.s th.t will be needed 

Response to Letter 19 

19.5 UDUR gave the bighorn sheep reintroduction proposal to BLM for 
consideration during the olannina orocess. Aqafn. BLM assumed that 
the Sawtooth National Forest had-been informed of-the proposed 
reintroduction. It was also assumed that the Sawtooth National 
Forest would have the lead in preparing the Habitat Managesent Plan 
and cooperative transplant agreement. In which the ELM would be a 
cosignatory. ELR was conslderfng the winter range habitat 
requirements on public lands. BLM assumed that any problems with the 
reintroduction such as conflicts with domestic sheep would be worked 
out between the Sawtooth National Forest and the UDWR. 

19.6 BLN records show the tract to be public land. ELM will check county 
records for verification of ownership before undertaking a disposal. 

19.7 The listing of the Raft River Mountain Range as a prfority HMP area 
7~ due to its joint preparation with the Grouse Creek Mountain Range 

. It would be coordinated with the Sawtooth National Forest. If 
the Sawtooth National Forest decided not to cooperate in the HMP, the 
document would cover only the public land around the base of the Raft 
River Mountain Range. 

19.8 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 74. 

19.9 See Response to Cement 19.1. 

19.10 See Response to Comment 19.5. 

19.11 The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 88. 
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Comment Letter 20 

P.O. Bcx 21 
Grouse Creek. Utah 84313 
July 20. 3965 

Salt Lake Dietrect BLM Office 
2370 Soiith 23CX Uest 
salt Lake city, utab 84119 

Tbaok you for the opportunity tc colnmwt aa the IUQ/EIS. 

The planning criteria states that "Social and economic impacts to 
local cwmuunities resulting from public land nanagement will be con- 
sidered." Keeping this cbjective in mind. I would encccrage you 
to select alternative 4 ae the BLM's preferred alternative. The 
livestock industry ie the mainstay of the local economies, and any 
improvement to the grazing capacity of the area will improve the 
socioeconomics of the area. 

I Regarding the allotment categories, I am concerned that some of the 

20.1 categories have been changed from what vea agreed upon by &. titinaz 
and the wzmittees in the various allotments. Pleeae explain vhy 

1 these c&es "ere selected. 

20.2 I I would encourage you to address the retorn of the suspended AUM's 
in some of the allotments. Is there a plan to return the Am's, and 
what vi11 be the criteria for determining what will be done? 

I I am opposed to the introduction of elk in the Grouse Creek and Raft 

20.3 
River Mountains. I feel-that the mivate land owne~'s in the area 
vi11 be damaged, and I am concerned that access problems will increase 
in the affected areas. 

20.4 I I would also encourage you to consider increasing the acreage the bureau 
will attempt to born. This appears to be en effective and low cast 
approach to raoving sag. brush and juniper trees. 

Thank you again for you meeting with us and explaining the RKP/EZS. 
I lock forward to marking with ycu in the futore. 

-Sincerely. ; 

t1t 

20.1 

20.2 

20.3 

20.4 

Response to Letter 20 

As was explained at the meetings held to jointly categorize each 
allomnt, the categories agreed to at the meetings were tentative 
and remain SO throughout the planning process. Changes were made as 
additional InfOnffatiOn canm to light. In no case would the change in 
category lessen the Concerns of the public, and in all cases the 
changes were made fn part to better acconaodate the needs of the 
resource and the public. 
condition and potential 

For example, in some allotments the 
of the resource and the issues raised by the 

public better fit within the deffnftion of a maintain Category: 
therefore, the category was tentatively changed. 

Suspended non-use AUMs are being closely studied for possible 
refnstatement In some allotaxnts. The policy for relnstatement of 
these AUMs is described in Proposed Decision 4 for the Range Program. 

Penanent reinstatement of suspended non-use AUMs will be made only 
if monitoring data substantiates the existfng indications that the 
resource can sustain the addftfonal use. Reinstatement will follow a 
schedule agreed to by both the permittees and the ELM as deffned in 
an AMP. 

See Response to Connent 14.2. 

Prescribed fire will be one of many tools used in range improvement 
projects in the county. Burning can be an effective. low-cost 
alternative to traditional treatment methods; however, as is the Case 
with other tools, it has its place and should never be consldered as 
the final answer. Fire will be used by the BLM where it is 
determined to be the best tool for range improvement after all 
options are analyzed. As stated in the proposed decisions, BLM will 
prepare a Fire Management Plan to take advantage of natural ignitions 
and prescribed fire for range and habitat improvement. 



21.1 

21.2 

Comment Letter 21 Response to Letter 21 

united States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 
2060 ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

1745 WEST 1700 SOUTH 
SALT LAIE CITY. UTAH 84104-5110 

TI : Team Leader. Box Elder Res.za.rzs Manaaeaent Flin 
Sureal; :i Land !4ar.a.:emer.r , sa;: L3LS iit , -.-t3.i 

'rjm:W%.lQje?d Super,,is~r. Ec2icf2izsi Z'ervires 
'is?* $ ;q;:z 1 If? ter;*.:,zs . ss:: Lake ‘Z:ty, ::i,‘. 

3Ll5 ]ect : Fiat 3.~4 Xildlife t=rvi/e C;.x,~.ecz~ 3~. tke Z‘rzXt 
acx E;"er ?.es.:ur:e .%..?a~tmer.: Fii.2 ,RtlP iT1 
Envir3r.ne~sai Isoazt statenen: :EIs) 

21.3 

>,e :.j;m <?*:ie.;& iz.h.8 rir3:t 3=x “‘l2E.r X?!? anl 2:s a..?(? If:??- :.Flese 
77p”erll ind suscifi.: zzxRe.sr3 z.7 i:. 

;.sr.ersi Cosmer:s .--___-._ -- 

I 

7%. :raft R?"P/EIS does nc: _r___i_i -.._ -_. _-- 1 Tlr.7I Zf z!!lT.~~~:~~.: Zr.‘l II -. 
;;-:..r. l:-,ea:.:i frraoe l1r9TIr.?nz ;B IlrnFi'" 7:. LJllilif.2 frr:c 
-.^-._ o--- -^,-z,z ->,.- -...z- -vi --.c.=- . i C.XT.iK :f?*z: 1-1 lZ7.2 

. .L 57.1 I;y:<ri .^.. '* 1 I‘4'c:ld:l.y; 7.: ::.i.-.;-e =J- z.r.2 _ . _ ..~ 
..I.= I . . ..I --r-_i_jr - . . ._ . ..J__zl__._ -.._. 

21. 1 

21.2 

The Counctl of Environrental Quality Regulations call for this 
RMP/EIS to be less than 150 pages. To meet this requirement. the 
regulations provide for tiering of information (1502.20) and 
incorporating information by reference (1502.211. Supplemental 
material is available at the District office. 

Additional information has been added to the descriptions of the 
alternatives for clarification. 

21.3 With the exception of Alternative 4. an increase in cattle grazing fs 
not identlfied. Alternative 4 was not selected to be fncluded in the 

! 
roposed plan. ELM does not belfeve that wildlife on the oublfc 
ands of Box Elder County are neglected. 



21.4 

21.5 

21.6 

Comment Letter 21 

The FWS suqests reconsideration of alternatives tc meet your 
stated soala for public land manaaement. 

SDecific Comments 

Chapter 1. Issues. paaes 10-11. This section ide":ifiee -..;.e 
issues I" the reswrcc area as Land 3wnership. Veoetation 
nMagement, Mx,eeal Develooment and Off-Road Vehicle rise. 
Wildlife land fish1 resources was not inaluded as an issue: yet. 
fair oiii of the sir decisions needed I" vegetative ma"a+.me"t are 
wildlife related. The other two dec;slo"s, althouoh not 
specifyuxz wildlife relationships, are important to wIldlife. 
T-nlS, hcwever, is not mentioned. Fish and wildlife resources 
receive considerable print elsewhere fhrouqhout the docunenr for 
xxretnino that ia not considered a" 1s.sue. ilnder the 
circumstances. whv were wildlife resources not zcnsldered a" 
issue? 

Paw I:. Plar,"inq Criter:a. Lb). states. "The p1a"r.ir.o DTOC~SS 
will identify those lands which will best serve public needs . . . . 
a"d those lands which are difficult . . . to manaae . . . . 'Jn ~aqe 
10 1" :ssue :: Land Ownership Adjustments. ELM re~ortj the 
checKerboard Datterr. zif Federal, state and private lands results 
I" resource sanaoement problems. If this is the case. ;I?.,Y 
haven't b:xK:"a surface ownershios emeroed as a" sptio" to 
improve surface mangement? 

Page 11-12. P?*"r.l"o Criteria. In this section it s~pears 111 
decisions 3f actions are to be Dos:~c"e"l until 53me later 
unspecrfied date. If the RMP and EiS 1s 1 full disclosure 
document on the w-soosed manaoement sf the public lands in Box 
Elder Ca~nty. how can discussions of the future actions or 
management options be avoided in the text and onlv qeneral~zed :R 
t.'.e Appe"d:ces? When wiii rhe public becnme invoived in the 
olannlno prwess if not now? It :s the opinion of the Fish ant 
Wildlife Service :FWS' this document 2oes not complv with NEPA 3r 
the court order requirlno arazincr EIS's for ELM adminlsvred 
lands. 

I Pacw ;9. Land Actions. The Fws belleYe+ the BL,? Sr.,U?d ionsider 
21.7 blocku-q surface 0wersr.z 3s far more efficient sa"a?ene"r cf hoc:? 

tublic and private surface owners. 

The FWS SUDDOrts efforts t2 1C?ULTP 13cess ‘3 isolated oublic 
larks tz imarsve the mar.a?eme"t :: s;;i:',l:fs. F.untina is the 3.117 
satijfaet;rv means the 'Utah Eivls:ar. :f jv'::ii:fe j.esourzes i'.'CwT.l 
has t.. :zr.trr? ,aae p2pu13cions. ani '.he ?4CK of 5-2nter 3.czecs 
-a" lilCW ;ia.xe 30CUlltlir?S '1, increase bevznd ranae cai;ac:t:, and 
;a~x5e :3ma?e TO r3.1ae 3r.i trivsrz zrcos. P'LibliC 3zrP55 fcr 
hunt:rn zr.oc-:! 3e a crlorlcy ~0"5:2.er3'1cn w*enever need-a f3r 
~r3c~: Tame aanaaemrnr. 

21.4 

21.5 

21.6 

21.1 

21.8 

Response to Letter 21 

In BLm's planning process. issues are considered to sianificant 
resource problems or conflfct. The issues addressed ii this RW 
the result of an extensive fssue-identification orocesc :RVII~V+RA 

are 

BLM, other agencies, and the public. Yfldllfe resources‘ar~‘~"" 
considered an fssue in the ways in which they relate to other 
resources and uses. 
an issue Uy itself. 

No one resource program or use was identified as 
However, the wildlife resource program is an 

important part of the RW. Specific decisions for wildlife resources 
are found in the proposed plan portfon of this document. 

Proposed decisions in the Lands Program of the Proposed RMP include 
disposal of some parcels and the retentfon of others. All lands in 
the retention category are available for consideration for exchanges 
that would improve the surface ownership pattern. 

Some proposed decisions call for interim actions before actual 
implementation of an action on the ground. These interim actions 
provide orderly progression, which makes the final action more 
effective. Environmental assessments are prepared for all 
site-specific actions. These assessments are coordinated with 
appropriate agencies, organizations. and individuals. 

See Response to Cossaent 21.6. 

No specific easements for legal access are proposed, but tne Proposeo 
Plan %Mlrnends that this option remaln available to BLM when 
specific managemant needs are identified. 



21.9 

21.10 

21.11 

21.1: 

Comment Letter 21 

1 ;;;,;;; ;;;S;g;; ,~n Habitat tianaoement Plans,and Terrestrial 
These two sections are artbl~ruous and should be 

I 
clarified or removed. Points needin? to be addressed are: For 
what soecies will imvrovements be made? What habitat needs , Lack. ~.~ 

mxovinq and where? What Improvements are planned and xhy wcul: 
they succeed? 

Obvioqly. all wildlife species will n~f be receivins atteniicr. 
as these sections imply. Habitat unprovements. as generallv 
applied in wildlife manauement. are relatively few but well 
known. Wildlife improvements should be correlated with wildl:fe 
needs by allotment. the same as for :iveStock. t0 clear up this 
s&Sic'litv. 

Pqe 21. Table 2-1. In Table Z-i under all of the proposed 
categories of allorments. the concluding Sentence reads. 
-Permittees will be encouraoed to invest in raweland 
imorovemerzts." What contrclls will BLM retain over these 
'ranoeiand improvements" to wotect wildlife habitat? Our 

concern is part:cularily directed to potential habitat for 
endanoered Lahontan cutthrcat, also saqe grouse and deer wintar 
habitat. and Spr~zoS and seecs ,used by late Summer Saqe ~rousc 
broods. Will BL?I consult with the UDWJ? on all permiztee 
ranaeland improvements contemplated? 

Pages 17-67. Chapter 3. Description of the Alternatives. Only a 
zursory examinatlm of the alternatives is needed to see 
Alternatives 2. 3 and 4 are desioned to increase livestscx 
arazinq on oublic lands in Box Elder County while Alternative ; 
oroviies far 30 chanoe in management. TJ illustrate this point 
we 'use Ai:ernative 1 INO Actron Alternative' to descrrbe baselint 
qrazino sllacations. Zf arazino manaqenent contin'ues as is. 
37.7i3 AUF% (70%1 of the forage is alloted for livestock (cattle 
sheer and domestic horsesl and 16,536 AUMs (30%) :s reserved fnr 
wildlife !mule deer, pronghorn. elk and bighorn sheep). 

Alternative L. the oreferred al:ernative Which “seeks to resolve 
issues i?. t.".e most balanced, cost-effective manner.' d:v;des the 
fcrraoe so I:vestock Jets 45.704 AU!+ (73%) and vilzlife wf3 
Lb.536 (27%). The preferred alternative would increase ?ivestcc~ 
AUMs 3~ 8,000 but provides p.0 increases in XJMs fsr wiidllfe. 
W&re is the "balance- in this division? “learlv ChiZ :s a 
I:vestock enhancement alternative and T.C~ a balanced multiple us{ 
divlsian of the foraoe resource. 

Alternative 3. is described as q;v;ng or~sritv t> I)r.:terLi;C sr.d 
enhancement sf wildlife, watershed. aesthetics ana ncnmst2rlzed 
recraatlo". while reduclna resz~rz? use 1.76 commotil t;, rrrd.Jc t i.2" 
Lr.cer t&is alternative ::vestock i;C.U?d be Llloted 43,955 Ai.?s 

73%’ and wi;,ilift 1s Silocad 18,-L?; A’JMS 130%: 0: the ~IESZ~. 

21.9 

21.10 

21.11 

BLM proposes to cOmplet@ HMPS according to a priority schedule (see 
Wildlife Proposed Decision 8). Once prepared and Signed, these HMPs 
will provide specific guidance for wildlife habitat projects. 

It is ELM policy to coordinate activity plans for different resource 
uses to the maximum extent possible. It is also BLM policy to base 
HKP boundaries on District biological units and not on man-made 
boundaries such as allotnent fences. Therefore, the HMPs and range 
AMPS will be coordinated so that wildlife objectives are met, but 
HMPS r?!! not be prepared by range allotment: 

The statement 'PermitteeS will be encouraged to invest in rangeland 
improveevents' Should be clarified to Say "Permlttees will be 
encouraged to invest either partfal or full fundfng or labor in 
rangeland imProve!fwItS constructed jointly by the BLM and rangeland 
users on public lands." Permittees are encouraged to do this because 
it helps spread limited funding and benefits more users of public 
lands. Any rangeland improvements done on public land, regardless of 
the funding SOurCe. Would conform to BLH construction standards and 
miti 
Stan ard 3 

atfng measures. Wtfgatfng measures in addition to BLM's 
StiPulatiOnS would be developed in the site-specific 

EnvIronmental Assessments. 
with UOYR. 

These aSSeSSwItS would be coordinated 

21.12 See Response to Cormsent 21.3. 

Response to Letter 21 

I wana L a....*..- I r.rer.D /WI ee..rms ,.,I...^ -I ---. .__ -._- _̂ _̂  , 



21.12 

Comment Letter 21 

This is the same division of forase as the no action alternative 
Provides. Where is the prioritv for wildlife in this 
alternative? Alternative 3 indicates 252 AUHs would >e orovided 
for biqhorn sheep. Does this include the alghorn sheeo ioraoe 
discussed in Alternative 2 and described as, "Some of these 
bighorn sheep could winter at the lower eleoations cn oub1;~ 
land. AUMs for this use would not need to be identified oecause 
conflicts for forage would be insianificant and the exact use 
areas ars p;SSEntly iiaCknO%X" Cpage 26, issue 2; Veqetaion 
Manageme"t1. but now is belnq counted under the wildlife 
enhancement alternative. 

Alternative 4 which qives priority to resource u5e ll:vestock 
orazinoJ and commodity production would provide 51.260 AUMs 173%! 
for livestock and 14.374 AUMs (2291 for wildlife. This div:si,Jn 
of foraoe is not much different from the preferred alternative. 

In summary. if this RMPlEIS is to represent the comparison of 
four different qrazino management plans meetins multi-resource 
,ob!ectives. it has not lone so. The FWS requests the BLM. in 
coooeration with the UDWR and the FWS. to reconsider the 
preferred alternative. and develop a new preferred alternative 
chat oives balance and fairness to the wildlife resources on the 
public Iszds in Box Elder Countv. 

I 

Paue 23. Wildlife and Fisheries Prooram. This section failed to 
address threatened and endanoered species XI its discussion. It 

21.13 should >e amended to include the thseater.ed and endanvered 
species on public land in the Resource Area. 

I 

Parre 59, Table 2-6. footnote 1C reads. "See policy for ranaeland 

21.14 
improvements under Description of Alternative 2." No oolicv for 
ranqeland improvements is included in Alternative 2 in Chapter 2. 
kihere is it? 

21.15 

Paaes K-94, Wildiife Habitat Sectlcr. in :ts ielriretY~. This 
section is suaposed to Include oniy the exlstxnq environment thsc 
wrll be affected by the proposed actionis!; however, this 
document is written :n neuative oeneraiities coverrnq several 
unaffected species. It fails co describe existing condirz-ns >f 
species that would be affected by the proposed nzcfon and 
ixludes real and fmaqi?.e d problems chat ZII~ occur from calus~s 
~rher than implementino :he proposai. An EIS oniv rec~u1rec 
discussion of those parts of the er.v1rxaenr that would be 
affected by implementing a propcsed airion. I" the case ,of mule 
deer !be~xninu paw 92 and Apuendix 31 15.570 AUMs are oresentl~ 
ailzted to them. Foracre allcted to deer wculd remain 9: iS.ETiL‘ 
AWs :f the preferred alternarlve !21 and enhanced wiidLiCe 
alterr.at:'re f 3) wet-e implenented. 21;: wculd be reduced by 1.400 
AWls ur.der the livezelc;t alterca?:ve L4!. 'Tnder tk;s sit.Jatizr.. 
3nlv the nule deer ?zx;latix, that ;;oul5 lose the 1.40C .X!)~S need 
t, te :r.cluded. .Mule lleer would be ir.affected bv Alternat:ves 1. 
2 and 7 eilmlnatina the need tc discuss rtem. In the dlssi;s5ion 
of Alterr.ative 4. TC'd need r.2 descrC,e ttose mule deer whos.? 

4 

21.13 

21.14 

21.15 

Response to Letter 21 

See Response to Cement 13.4. 

The policy for how rangeland fmprovements would be handled under 
Alternatfve 2 fS discussed on page 32. column 1, 3rd paragraph in the 
Draft RMPKIS. 

The wildlife portion of the affected environment sectlon descrfbes 
those species that could be affected by the alternatfves. Chapter 3, 
"The Affected Envfronment." has been reviewed In relatfon to the 
Species included, the environmental analysis In Chapter 4. and the 
proposed decisions of the Proposed RHP. All were found to be 
necessary. 



Comment Letter 21 

I 
numbers would be reduced. and what actioncs, in imulementinq the alternative would cause the decrease. The same rational applies 
to all other species. 

I 

Paqe 73, last sentence in the last paragraph states. “The 
riparian habitat type is generally in poor condition due to heave 
use by livestock. wildlife and recreaclonists.O 

21.16 
This is the first the FWS has learned that rioarian habitat haa 
been damaaed by wildlife in the United States. Please document 
YOM sou-rcc of information or delete wildlife from this 
statement. 

21.17 

21.18 

Page 68. paraoraph 2 beainnlnq line 4, you stare. mDomestic 
sheep... zould transmlc diseases to nonimmune native sheep." 
What diseases are you referring to? The lwa worm and associated 
secondary infections caused by them are believed to be the most 
feared infection bighorn sheep can set: however, Colorado has 
found luno worms are not transmitted from domestic sheep to 
bighorns or from biqhorns to domestic sheep. iun~ worm 
lnfect:ons can only be transmitted from bishorns t0 biohorns. 
Biuhorns transplanted into vacant habitat should be treated for 
lu& worms to avoid infecting their new habitat to control the 
problem. 

Paae 88 and 93. Sa+z Grouse (in its entirety). This entire 
sect10r. 1s full of errors and misconceptions which include: 

!1) 

‘2) 

Last swcence, paragraph 1 states, "Black sagebrush 
areas are preferred winter feeding grounds.” 
This is an error. and we know of no references 
to substantiate that statement. Extensive references 
report only bi? sagebrush (A. tridentata) is 
used in saqe Grouses "Inter diet... If this is a local 
phenomenon. it is worthy of publication. 

Psraaraph 1. line 14. vou state. *Sacre grouse +wIerally 
winter as -Lose to their lek as weather permrts, buC 
nay be pushed to the lower fOothl;ls and sometimes onto 
the desert saaebrush hills." Th:s Is a misconceprlon 
because the saoe qro)Llse winter ranoe incl,;des the 
struttina wounds and nestincr habit?.:. The leks are 
often in*biq saaebrush habitat i:: the wincer rsnae. a;,'. 
over 74% of the nests occur wit?.ln 3 Km of the ?ek. = 
know of no doc*;mer.ted cases where weather forced saw 
grouse off their traditional vir.ter ranae. 

5 
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21.16 

21.17 

21.18 

Response to Letter 21 

;:Tec;fnye has been made. (See Revisions and Corrections for 

Examples of diseases which could be transmitted are scabies and 
IUngrOfllL The UDYR, Nevada Fish and Gam Dept., Sawtooth National 
Forest and ELM have all expressed hesitancy of reintroducing bighorn 
sheep into areas where they could come into contact with domestfc 
sheep because of the risk of infection. 

1. The black sagebrush areas are usually windswept and open in the 
winter, and several of these areas are used as struttfng 

3 
rounds. 
ndicate 

Personal observations of grouse and grouse droppings 
that these areas are quite heavily used fhcludfhg 

feedfng uithfn the planning area during the winter months. 

2. In Western RoX Elder County and in Rich County there are leks at 
higher elevations that quite often receive enough snow to cover 
the sagebrush. Yhen this happens, the bfrds will be found at 
lower elevations. In Box Elder County, large wfnter flocks 
been observed all the way out in the desert on low sagebrush 

have 

hills. 
leks. 

At thls same time. birds cannot be found on or around the 
Therefore. it is assmaed they nlgrate to lower elevations 

and away froia the lain leks. 



21.19 

21.19 

21.20 

Pase 94, paragraph 1, beainnins in line 4 YOU state, 
"Durins severe winters. the amount of suitable winter 

13) 

(4) 

habitat is a limitin? factor on the sacle srouse 
population. ‘. We do not know of any documentatisn zo 
support this statement and ask you to reference vour 
source. 
burning, 

This scenario would only be true if spriyi-o, 
chaining or other range rganipulation action 

caused near total destruction of the big saoeorush or. 
the sage grouses’ winter range. 

Probably the most crrtical habitat need of saoe srouse 
is late summer brood range. according to studies in 
Nevada. I Savage. 1969) IOakleaf. 1971). 

Paue 93, page 2 you state, "Additional water is 
expected to expand available habitat for saoe ,+-rouse." 
This statement does not describe the affectid 
environment and should be deleted. At best, the 
proposed actions Ialternatives) will only leave saoe 
&ro;se unaffected. On the other hand. water 
development per se will not increase saqe arouse 
populations as you indicate. The best solution BLM has 
is to protect brood ran?= where saoe grouse congregate 
in the late summer around riparian. spring and seep 
areas from livestock rrrazins and trampling. Only this 
solution uould prove to be a cost effective measure to 
help sage grouse. 

Comment Letter 21 

Pace 113. Alternative 2. paraoraph 4. 3rd sentence states. "flost 
wildiife species habitat conditions would improve, especially in 
the ion? tennv Accordins to Issue 2: VeoBtation nanagement on 
paoe 26 and in Appendix 3. wildlife AUMs will remain the same as 
thev would be under the No Action Alternative lpaqe 25 and in 
Aopendix 31. If wildlife habitat will iaprove. whv isn't more 
forase allsted to wildlife? Is this mfrease in wildlife 
bein? converted to make up part of the 8.000 AUMs given Co 

forage 

livestock by implementin? Alternative i? The FWS believes more 
plannir.7 is needed in wildlife matters before this RMP!EIS is 
made final, because there is no predictable improvements for 
wildlife resources to make a balanced resource division. 

Paue 128. Appendix 2. 3rd parasraph under Ce tooic of C&mica1 
Treatment states, "Since these treatments are fog wildlife 
habitat improvement, they would be deslgned to improve conditions 
for big oame . . . . '* We know sf xo chemical treatment ?eneraily 
aooliod by BLM that imoroves wildlife habitat. 
tleatments are vou Drcbosing? 

What 2emical 

%W wouid 

What is zr,e tarmt plant species? 
the t&eatment imorove wildlife r.sbir;t? Where are the 

I Awl s rained for wildlife? 

6 

Response to Letter 21 

3. The author has observed 2 or 3 feet of snow on the ground and a 
40 m.p.h. north wind blowing. Under these conditions. the 
sagebrush is nearly all covered and available or suitable habftat 
becanes limiting. Personal observation by BLH wildlife personnel 
is the source of information. 

P 
4. The purpose of the "Affected Environwnt" section is to describe 

what major species habitats are present, how they may be affected 
by proposals in the pian and what the limftfng factors are. 
Many parts of the planning area appear marginally suitable as E 

sage grouse habitat, such as the Hogup mountain Range. 
water and sage grouse are not present. 

However, 
It is assumed that 

providing water for pronghorn could allow sage grouse to survive 
tn these areas. 

Proposed Watershed Declsfon 5 sets forth riparian nunagmnent 
objectives. Actfvity plans such as MIPS, AHPs and HUMPS (Hultiple 
Use Management Plans) will set forth specific planned actions to 
achieve the stated objectives. These objectives and planned actions 
will strive to improve riparian habitat conditions where presently 
they are only fair or poor and to maintain those in good to excellent 
condf tlon. One of the benefits of this decfsfon will be Improved 
sage grouse broodfng habitat. 

21.19 Reduced spring grazing is expected to faprove the vegetative vigor 
and desirable species composition. Alternative 2 shows AUHs requfred 
for present levels of'bfg game. Therefore, Alternative 1 
- NO Action - would require the same level of wildlife AIM 
Alternative 3 shows where these increased vegetative conditions could 
support more wfldl f fe, mainly in terms of an elk ref ntroduction and 
an increase in pronghorn. Alternative 4 would convert scme wildlife 
AUMs to livestock ALMS. 

The reason mule deer AUHs remain the same under Alternatives 1, 2 and 
3 is that this is the forage required to support the number of deer 
in UOWR's Herd Unit Management Plan. 

21.20 The vegetatfve manfPUTation referred to is the treatment of dense 
junfper stands with tebuthiuron. The objective would be to kill some 
of the juniper thereby opening up the stand to allow the browse 
understory to ImProve within mule deer winter range. The designs 
leave adequate thermal and escape cover untreated. These treatments 
will be further defined and evaluated within an IMP. The HHP will 
also determine Or estimate the increase in mule deer forage. 



Comment Letter 21 

We thank you for this opportunity to review and comment on the 
draft RHF'/EIS and would be willing to work with you in resolving 
the problems with wildlife habitat management we have pointed 
out. 

Reference: Fedkiw. John. 1985. Questions and Implications for 
Range Manaoement Eased on the Demand Outlook for Red Meat and 
Range Graz&r. Ranuelands 7131:100-104. 

CC: IJtah Division of Wildlife Resources. SLC; Ogden 

I --...----.. I. *“.-~~.“-.~t~,_., Iaa.EI‘.sI*“F -. 
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Comment Letter 22 

22.3 

Response to Letter 22 

22.1 The Distrfct Manager's first priorfty is to provfde multf 
aanagement of the public lands. He must try to balance t e R 

le use 
needs of 

many users against the acceptable limits of the public lands to meet 
those needs. Public land managenent and nefghboring private land 
managent have effects upon each other. Both parties benefit from 
conmrnication and coordfnatfon fn their respectfve stewardship. 

22.2 See Response to Coarent 14.2. 

22.3 The legal access fdentfffed in the Draft RMP has been elimfnated from 
the Proposed Plan. The physfcal access included in the Proposed Plan 
would cross only publfc land. 

22.4 ELM's analysis assumption for razln use was found on page 103 
(tuber 3) in the Draft WEI!. Following the assunptfon that 
grazing use fn Alternative 2 is at the proper level, it logfcally 
follows that a level of use 3,390 AUMs above proper use would be 
detrimental to the vegetative resource and result In a decline in 
wildlife habftat condttfons. 
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Comment Letter 22 Response to Letter 22 

22.7 Ranch budgets are prepared largely on averaged figures. Prices 
identified for steers and heifers fn the data sources used for the 
budgets dfd not 
the prices to al 9 

ive separate prfces. This may be due to averaging 
OY all yearlings to be represented by one price for 

statfstfcal purposes. Data sources used were the Hovember 16, !383 
Utah Fanner-Stockman and the Utah Agricultural Statistics. 

The influence of the same price for steers and heifers on ranch 
budgets would be much less than that of frequent fluctuations in 
market prices paid for these animals. 



23.5 

Comment Letter 23 

“NlTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION VII, 

ONE DENVER PLACE - 999 ISTH STREET - SUITE 1300 

DENVER. COLORADO 80202-2413 

JUL es lS.5'5 

Ref: BPKEA 

Dennis Oaks, Team Leader 
Salt Lake District Offfce 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City. UT 84119 

Dear Mr. Oaks: 

The Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
canpleted its review of the Box Elder Draft Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RPP/EIS) pursuant to the Natfonal 
Environmental Policy Act and Sectim 309 of the Clean Air Act. In general, 
the draft W/EIS does a very good job of explaining the existing envfronment. 
the alternatives and their Impacts. The maps and tables contafned fn the EIS 
are well done and helpful in understandfng both the issues and the tradeoffs. 
Tables such as 2-6 and 2-7 do a good job of siamaarfzing the alternatives and 
their fmpacts in a way that facilitates ccmparfsons. A few additional black 
and white photographs of the resource area would have also been helpful to the 
reader. 

There was no discussfm of flood control effats m the Great Salt Lake 
and their potential impacts m the Box Elder Planning Area. If these efforts 
will impact the planning area, they should be discussed in the final RR/EIS. 

The dfscussion throughout the draft !W/EIS m sofls, watershed, and 
riparfan habitats 1s good. Ye are also encouraged by your coimaitmant to 
monfta all allohaents to determfne If management objectives are being met. 
Streams meeting op exceeding the current Utah water quality standards should 
be identified. There should be clariffcation of hw ELM's Water Qualfty 
Management Program 1s integrated with the State's Uater Quality Management 
Program. 

We camsend the ELM for addressing watershed treatment needs and 
alternative treatment levels. ha would like to see saae kind of a ranking in 
priority given to the various measures (fa example, hfgh. medium or 10~1. 
This is important, given resource and budgetary lfmitatims, so the reader 
knars what is likely to be accaaplished given those constraints. Ye belleve 
Alternative 3 best addresses existing water quality and erosfon problems and 
therefore urge its adoption. If Alternatfve 2 is chosen, we recansend 
incorporating as many range, watershed. riparian and soil fmprovements as 
possible fraa Alternative 3. Alternative 3 best addresses such key fssues as 
ORV use, protection of rfparian habitat, and livestock grazing patterns. 

“I. _.I __ .̂., ,,,-.^ I,” _ -,I ._. r I, _.r -I ., ,  ̂ I (_. 

23.1 

23.2 

23.3 

Response to Letter 23 

m 
z 

No current flood Control activftfes fmpact publfc lands fn Rex Elder 
County. An EIS is now befng prepared to determine the impacts of 
pumping lake water into the desert west of the lake and also of 
dfkfng along the east and southeast lakeshore. If a decision is made 
to implement these flood control measures. the BLM will fncorporate 
the necessary management adjustmants fnto the RMP through a planning 
amendment. 

Air Soils, and Hater Proposed Decision 3 identifies Stream that 
vfli be mnftored to ensure that they continue to meet State water 
quality standards. Proposed Decfsfon 1 of the Afr, Soils. and Water 
Program describes how ELM'S water quality management integrates with 
the State water qualfty management Program 

Uatershed treatmants wfll be ranked for prfority as the bud et 
established each fiscal year. The Dfstrfct workload, 3 

is 
prior ties. and 

budget vary too much from year-to-year to do long-range ranking of 
treatment priorfties. The specfffc watershed treatment proposed for 
Harm Springs hash in Alternattve 3 is not included fn the Proposed 
Plan. It was dropped after joint evaluation by ELM and SCS 
determfned that the treatment would not be practical. This sentiment 
was also unfversally expressed by the Box Elder Soundfng Board at a 
field review of the proposed treatment. A landowner on the area of 
pro osed treatment also concurred. Wdtershed, riparfan zones, and 
soi c s will be carefully considered in land treat!aents undertaken in 
activity plans. The objective wfll be to protect or enhance these 
valuable resources. 



Comment Letter 23 

2 

ns and the crlterla EPA has established to rate the 
w have rated the Box Elder draft EIS as 
s we have environmental concerns regarding the 

preferred alternative's protection and improvement of water quality values. 
Hwever. we do belleve the draft EIS does a good job of setting forth the 
environmental lmpacts of all the alternatives. If you need further EPA 
assistance, please contact Dennis Sohocki of iny staff at (303) 293-1702 or 
FTS 564-1702. 

S!rrerelv yours. 

Dale Vodehnal, Chfef 
Environmental Assessment Branch 
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Inc. 
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LW.3. olrrl 

345 PETROLEUM B”lLcMNG . DENVER. COLOR*00 80202 
303634-82Sl 

24.1 

Hr. Dennis Oaka 
Box Elder RW’ Teem Leader 
Eurssu of Lend Management 
2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84119 

Oesr Mr. Oaka: 

I am writing on bahalf of the Rocky Mountain Oil and Gee Association (RWOGA) in 
reapones to the ELM’s request for cocnnents on the Draft Resource Msnagement Plan 
(RW) and Envirmmental Inpect Statsnsnt (EIS) for the Box Elder Resource Area. 
RWOGA is e trade easociation representing hmdreds of members who account for 
more than 90% of the oil and gee exploration, production and transportation 
activities in the eight-stats region *e eerve. Bscause 80 much of the land in 
these states is owned by the Federal Government, our members have e vital 
interest in how land management plans provide for mineral exploretion and 
development m federal lands. 

We appleud the utilization of the ELM’s Fluid Mineral Leasing Guidelines to 
provide site-specific information regarding which ereee ewe to be leased end 
*hat type of stipulations will be used. However, we awe concerned that the plan 
may not preeent trade-off analyses between surface and subsurface reeourcee that 
ere specific enough to conply with the Natimsl Envircmtrental Policy Act (?JEPA). 
We believe that consideration of every ceeowce trade-off under each alternative 
is essential to the preparation of e valid and acceptable plan. We would 
encouraoe you to review the approach contained in the Colorado BLH’s Grand 

I Junction Rbsoorce Aree plan, which provides 8 comprehensive evaluation of 
reeource trade-offs end clearly illustrates what trade-off decisions were weds 

I Aier each alternative. 

we support the decision under the Preferred Alternative t0 open 53,506 ecree 
which ape now cloned to leasing. Although we are not pleased to see the degree 
of restriction imposed by the various stipulations. we BEB encouraged that by 
utilization of stipulations, more acreage ten be.opened to mine& leasing 
rather then withdrenn. We believe that leasing and subseouent explorstion and 
development activities can be adapted to any eovironknt through prudent 
planning and mitigation efforts. 

!: Response to Letter 24 

24.1 See Response to Cement 12.2 



24.2 

Comment Letter 24 
July 24, 1985 

Hr. Dennis D&s 
Box Elder RMP Teem Leader 
Bureeu of Lend lla”egaE”t 

page two 

However, we strongly reconnand that the ELM restrict the sres surrounding sage 
grouse breeding complexes to s 500 foot radius. A two nils radius mound these 
erase is extreme and unjuetified, given the fact that grouse populations seen to 
be mare dapendsnt on hsbitat then nearby activities, end that the decrease in 
sage grouse population in the past hss been sttributed not to oil and gas or 
other activities, but to efforts to convert sagebrush range to grasslands. He 
would therefore encourage ths BLH to make sn effort to raeeteblieh the sagebrush 
range. Further, there is substantial evidence that the sage grouse have not 
been adversely Effected during critical periods in other locations which sre 
subiected to extensive human activity. Such en excessive boundary is indefensi- 
ble-end potentially burdensome to opbrators who might wish to explore near these 
areas. and we recommend a reduction in the reetricted areas to no more than a 
500 Co& radius. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comnente. Us will be happy to ene!aer 
any questions you may have. 

Sin erely, 
‘I” I/ 

9lfkGYe 
Public Lands Director 

AIF:cw 

Response to Letter 24 

24.2 See Response to Content 12.1 
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Comment Letter 25 

July 29, 1985 

Hr. Dennis Oaks 
S8lt L8k8 District Offics 
2370 South 2300 wet 
Salt Lake City, UT 84119 

Dear Hr. Oaks: 

The Resoutcs Development Coordinating CoaPittee ha8 reviewed ths Draft Bar 
Elder Beaourre I8na&ent Plsn and Environmental Iopnpact Statement. The 
recoamend8tions of that CoaPittee. 88 provided in the following 8ttachment, 
ssrve 88 ths position of the 8tdte of Utah on this docuwnt. 

The st8te is well aware that re8ource nansgeaent plans represent years of 
effort on the part of the BLH to understand the n8ture of the resource8 it 
manages. Such 8 data base is essential in order to appreciate the c8p8bility 
of the land and wi8ely b818nce its future productivity against demnnds of the 
vsrioua reeour‘ce u*ers. The attached eoaaent8 are provided to aa8i8t the BLH 
in accurately representing that eolapler rsnource base and to 8uggest soa8 
changes in re8ource allocation. 

Given the change8 proposed in the attached comments, the st8te c8n support the 
BLH’s preferred Alternative 2. The nujor shortcoming of Alternative 2 is the 
inadequ8to tre8tment of riparian habitat and m8nrgement in the document. The 
issue need8 to be explored in much gre8ter depth and with greater 
specificity. Other changss to Alternative 2 include 8 need to provide 
additional protection in an OEV 8re8 during hunting 888son. 

We hope that the 8tate’8 specific coment8 will be useful. The state is 
supportive of the ce8ource management plan process and is hopeful that its 
p8rticlprtion in the process will further thoughtful land planning and 
management. 

Sincerely. 

~i?i!icdti 
Governor 

NHBlra 
em. 

Response to Letter 25 



Comment Letter 25 

Page one of Attdu.Ont 

sp*eiric C0lWllt.l of the state of Utah 

A. SmBY 

I 

P*re 3. EnviroMuntal Co*aeaue”ces, L*“ds 

25.1 Chengea in land ownership can lead to significant Changes in e”viro”me”ta1 
integrity, depending o” changes in l*nd use and lu".geme"t. Environmental 
consequencea *re quite possible *s * result of any of the alternatives. 

I 

Pus 3, u*nge 8esoutcea 

Range resources. in reality, include both livestock forage and wildlife 
25.2 habitat. I” the EXP ronnat they are considered sep*rately: livestock under 

range reso”rces and wildlife h*bit*t .‘ * reperate category. It is suggested 
that you combine both under o”. goner*1 title--Range Besources--with sections 
labeled livestock for*se end wildlife habit*t. 

I 

Pare 4. Wildlife Habitat. Para~raoh 2 

25.6 g*rly spring gearing does not improve s*ge grouse nesting or brood hbbitat. 
Undisturbed gr*rs and forb cover is critical through at least June 15 o” these 
areas. Iherefore. Alternative 2 or 3 would be preferred Ior sage arouse. 

8. CHAPTEX I 

I 

page 10, Issue 2: veretation nanarelmnt 

25.4 I” the “needed decisions” section *dd: “How can the increasing demand Kor 
wildlife be met?” This is P legitim*te co”eee” in light of significant shifta 
in hunter pressure to public lands in weat Box Elder County. 

25.5 1 
Also. beyond asking how crucial hrbitats should be managed. ask how crucial 
wildlife habitat should be managed to maintain or improve existing conditions. 

I 

Page 11. Issue ,: OCI-Road Vehicle Use. P*r*gr*Dh 1 

25.6 OBV use also haa *II efKect o” nesting raptors, especially when ORV use is 
concentrated near pinyon juniper and cliff faces. 

25.7 

c. CHAPTER II 

Pare 17. Paragrauh Pour 

It would be helpful for the Ecological Condition to be suorn*rired and 
published in the appendix. 

I Pete 17. Features Corenon to All Alternatives 
25.8 

Ilanaaement oI abandoned mine hazards is a" as!?ecC of every alternative. The 

25.1 

25.2 

25.3 

25.4 

25.5 

25.6 

25.7 

25.8 

Response to Letter 25 

see responie to tolasnt 4.i. 

The statement "Range resources. . . 
wildlife habitat." is Correct. 

include both livestock forage and 
However, BLM has traditionally 

maintained these resources as individual programs, which has carried 
forward into the draft RMP. Although these resources are maintained 
as separate programs, there is considerable overlap and coordination 
for overall multiple-resource management of the vegetative resource. 
The portion of the Draft RMP/EIS to which you refer has not been 
reprinted in the Proposed Plan and Ffnal EIS. However, your 
suggestion will be considered for future documents. 

This paragraph has been rewritten to reflect your cormnents. See 
Revisions and Corrections for page 4. 

BLM manages the habitat on public lands, and the State manages the 
animal populations and the public use of the wildlife. BLM is 
concerned with how to increase or Improve habitat conditions which 
could support additional wildlife to be regulated by the State. 
Therefore, it is ELM's opinion that the lfsted 'Needed Decisions" for 
forage allocations, livestock season-of-use, land treatments, range 
and water development, crucial habitat management, and wildlife 
reintroductions meet the needs of how to increase or improve the 
available habitat. 

The sentence has been rewritten to 
and Corrections for page 10. 

BLM agrees with this convaent. The change has been made. See 
Revisions and Corrections for page 11. 

Appendix 11 in the draft RMP is a sumnary of ecological condition by 
seral stage. 

BLM agrees that hazardous areas could be made less accessible by 
closing areas to ORV use. However, the cost and time involved in 
enforcement of such deslgnatfons is prohibitive. Sealing shafts, 
posting warning signs, and fencing hazards are all more viable for 
accident prevention and allowing various land uses to occur in the 
vicinity of such hazards. 



25.8 

25.9 

25.10 

25.11 

25.12 

Comment Letter 25 

Page Two of Attechmnt 

various altern&iver will inpeet the degree to which abandoned nines ere a 
ha*erd, depending on how they de.1 with ORV or vegetetion menageaent. ORV 
policies and regetetion menelement pl&ns ca indirectly effect the erpoaure of 
the public to hbendoned rinC harardl by regulr:ing vebitle Lccess to ereaa 
thet mey have ebandoned minea or by controlling livestock and wildlife 
populetiow (end thus number8 of ranch workers end hunters) in these drew. 
Using OBV policies to control public exposure to mine hazards is not the most 
effective means to this end; however, BLll should be *ware of the rel&ionship. 

I Pare 20. Ueter. Peresreuh 2 

This section needa to be expanded to include e discussion of management of 
riperian are**. For emmple. what in the beria for asserting the condition of 
riperi. zones. 

I Pere 21. Ieble 2-l 

All elloUvents within the meintein (II) cetezorv have critical wildlife 
habitats which require special menegewnt needs, i.e.. winter ranges end 
riperian erees. Lynn end Yost pestures ere listed in the (II) wtegory but 
have previously been Identified for livestock rengelaod improvements. 

I Pele 23. Ierre*triel Yildlife Hebitet 

lore dieouasion is needed concerning the policy on improving stream benks end 
the loss of riprrian vegetetion on both 3A end 4 strem under each 
alternative. 

1 Pare 26. Alternative 2. Issue 2: Vegetation Hurerement 

Since there ia insufficient data (pages 74 and 103) to make initial stocking 
decisions, it would seem beat to Mintain eristing livestock we through the 
five year monitoring period at current u8e level. 

I 
Because of the large percentage of private property in the Grouse Creek 8188, 

25.13 a re-introduction of elk should be dependent on egreeinents with the aCCected 
private land owners. 

1 Paaes 27. 39, 49 end S4--Pixures 2-1, 2-4. 2-7 end 2-9 

25.14 

25.15 

The same graphics should be used for each figure. Aa it is presented, precise 
squares and/or sections ere used to delineate mineral leasing categories for 
Alternetives 1 cod 4; whereas. Alternetives 2 and 3 ore represented by more 
generel area1 outlines. It is recollmended that the more specific square 
graphic be used to allow for better evaluation of alternatives. 

1 Page 37, Are.8 of Critical Environmentrl Concern 

There ia insufficient data in this document to support designation of Red 
Butte Hountain es an ACEC. The state cannot support such 8 designation until 
it is supplied with II more complete rational. 

Response to Letter 25 

25.9 The Idea of fencing rfparian habitat as a management tool was 
discussed in the Draft RNP/EIS in Chapter 4 - Environmental 
Cons* 
Mild1 9" 

rues under Alternative 3. Impacts on Range, Watershed and 
Cc on pages 108, Ill, and 115, respectively. The proposed plan 

has no proposed decision for specfffc wfldlffe habitat improvement 
projects. Habitat fapt%Veaients wiii be evaiuated in detail In the 
various Habitat Managclvnt Plans (HHPs). HWs are cooperatively 
prepared and signed by ELM and UWR. Once sioned. thrv ~411 nlli~= 
the wildlife habitat management within Box Elae;-~o;n~."'oivlo;;Ty, 
riparfan/aquatfc habitat manaament end imorovement will he I nrin- 

e art of the HWs because most riparfan/aquatic habitats in BOX Elder 
ounty are fn fair to Poor condition (see page 97 of the Draft Rb/ 

EIS). 

25.10 The category of an allownt does not preclude the planning and 
implementation of range improvewft projects. However. "Maintain" 
end 'Custodial' allOtU@nts generally are lower in priority for 
funding. If projects are implplrrnted on these allotments, existing 
range improvement stipulations and mltfgatfng measures fdentified in 
a project enVirOnwfta1 assessment (EA) would he enforced. Yfldlffe 
requirements are a sfgntficant portion of any project EA and are 
reviewed and considered in project planning resulting in mftfgatfng 
measures wrltten to accaodate any specfal needs. BLH stipulations 
and specifications will be followed for all rangeland improvement 
projects. 

25.11 The "Terrestrial Yildlffe Habitat' section on page 23 of the Draft 
RMP presents actions that would occur regardless of which alternative 
is chosen. 

Numerous laws, executfve orders, regulatiOnS, policfes and 
instruction memoranda govern ELM policy regarding riparfan/aquatfc 
habitat management. Air, Soils. and Yater Proposed Decision 5 
contains objectives for maintaining or improving rlparfan areas. 
Actual fmprovements will be implemented through HMPs, AMPS, or other 
actions. 

25.12 Under the proposed plan, initial livestock use would remain as 
currently authorized. Monitoring studies will be conducted to assure 
that these levels are proper or determine if adjustments from active 
preference are needed. 

25.13 ELM's proposed decision is to not agree to an elk reintroduction on 
public lands on the Grouse Creek Mountains. The preferred 
alternative in the Draft RMP/EIS and Proposed Decision 1 for wildlife 
identified criteria which UDWR would have to meet before ELM would 
agree to the reintroduction. These crfteria include (1) the 
transplanted elk and the subseauent increase in animals 
would not dis 

P 
lace any existing uses, and (2) agreements for the 

presence of e k and their subsequent increase could be reached 
between UDWR and the affected private landowners. These criteria 
cannot be met at this time. 

25.14 The Proposed RMP contains a detafled map similar in form to that of 
the maps in Alternatives 1 and 4 of the of the Draft RMP (see 
Figure 3). 

25.15 The Red Butte ACEC proposal has been dropped. See ACEC Proposed 
Decision 3 in the Proposed Plan. 



25.16 

Comment Letter 25 Response to Letter 25 

Page Three of AttechDent 

Paso 31. Gtility and Irmamrtation Corridors 

Ihe IUIP stat., thet m&mg.ment will avoid riparien zones and live uater. Yet 
I 100 yard b”fKer strip mey not be sufficient For avoidance--especially in 
t.ra# 01 impacts to wildlife. aesthetica, 063 access, etc. Instead of 

I 

erteblishing e specific buffer of 100 yards, the route selection and alignment 
of utility and transportetion corridor8 ne.r riperian zone8 should be 
evaluetmd 0" , care-by-case beats to .aa"re an adequate avoidance margin in 
"acb instance. 

Pa60 45. Hebitet IIenegemnt Plear 

We suggest the following priority list Kor HKPS: 

25.17 
1. Grouse CreoWBeft River 
2. Sheep Trail/Curlew Junction 
3. Goose Creek 
4. New~oundlmd 
5. flogup 
6. Silver Islend 

Page 46. Alternative 3 

Alternetive 3 is daacribed a.8 giving "priority to protection or enhancement Of 
environaentel values” while Alternetive 4 (page 481) is described as giving 
"priority to reao"rce ""e and comedity production". This implies Alternative 

25.16, 3 favora protectionism rather than conrervation. Alternative 3 should reed 
“This Alternative gives priority to enbencement of reeource valuee.” This 
w&y, differences between Alternative 3 and 4 are between degrees of reao"rce 
“ee not we “I. noouse. To be consistent, the wording of Alternetive 2 (peg0 
26) should also be changed to read “This Alternative would provide IOr a 
balance between r"n""rce development end conservation". 

25.19 
Often improving wildlife habitat end watersheds require active menegement or 
development. much like improving rengee Par livestock. For exwiple. eroded 
gullies and head-cut stream channels require physical str”~t”~e~ Co facilitate 
improve&ant; or’. riperian zonee and spring heads need fencing to control 
damage by erceerive livestock "se. I 

Pare 46. Altern6tive 3. Oblective 

I 

Pare 47, Table 2-5 

25.20 why is fencing ot springs or building of retention berms excluded under 
Alternative 41 

25.21 
I 

Each burn, spraying and/or chaining would have to be eremined on the ground to 
determine if in fact no negative impacts would occur for sage grouse. huns, 
and chukers. 

I 

Page 48. Alternative 4, Iaaue Two: Veretation I(aneKe=+nt 

25.22 
It is understood that Alternative 4 Pavors liveetock “se; however, no AU?h for 

25.16 

25.17 

25.18 

25.19 

25.20 

25.21 

25.22 

Proposed Lands Decision 4 differs from the Preferred Alternative by 
requiring a 6013 foot (200 yard) avoidance area for riparfan zones 
instead of 100 yards. Yhere it is practical and necessary to 
increase the avoidance areas for riparian zones to protect resource 
values, ELM can do so. 

The proposed priority list for HRs and rationale are found fn the 
Wildlife Program. Proposed Decision 7, in the Proposed Plan. 

Your recamendation has been incorporated fnto the description of the 
alternatfves. See Revisions and CorrectIons for pages 26 and 46. 

This convaent is interpreted as questioning the phrase "compatible 
with nondevelopllent USQS." Nondcvelowent as used here does not mean 
that the values ltsted in the objectives do not require physical 
developllents such as those the connentor identifies: often thev do. 
Rather; the ten, as used here refers to resources "hose values are 
based on their fiesence in the envfronrnt rather than their monetary 
worth as a harvestable, marketable collnodfty. 

The objectfve of Alternative 4, as stated on page 48 of the Draft 
wF&would not be served by fencing springs or buildlng retention 

. Both actions would enhance wildlffe. watershed. and 
aesthetics, but would be neutral or detrimental to activities that 
produce coaaodftfes. Wherever viable, however, these actfons would 
be considered in multiple-use management under the Proposed Plan. 

Specific on-the-ground improwments will be evaluated and implenrented 
in conjunction with HWs and AMPS. HNPs are cooperatively prepared 
and signed by the BLM and the UDYR. AMPS require ELM wildlife review 

and fnput. Enviromnental Assessments (EAsI are required for all 
activity plans and each improvement project If not included in an 
activity plan. The EA requires interdiscfplfnary input and 
on-the-ground reviews of the envfronamntal consequences. 

Based on the indications that currently authorized grazfng levels are 
proper, increases in livestock use could necessitate decreases in 
WfldllfQ use In order t0 mafntain PrOpQl- 1eVQTS. Although SMQ AUMs 
are not competitive, lack of more specific data required the analysis 
to assume that forage would be the same. In the case of thQ Pilot 
Mountains, the livestock Increases necessitated eliminating elk "se 
of forage. 
in the 

This. however. is not the proposed decision for grazing 
Pilot Mountain area. 

-7 I# I v....._ a.,.*-_ a- .--...r.-.-me 1-c- I---^- 1. _-. -n_l> .̂  em._ i.././_1 _b^_,.>__ , 



Comment Letter 25 

Pa&e ?our of Attachment 

I elk on Pilot loontein doer not appeer reasonable. All the AIJYIS presently 
being ueed by l lk on Pilot llountein could not be ussd and thus allocated to 
livertoek. 

25.23 I correct? 
CuttinB antelope from 622 to 102 AUX8 iqlies I hard reduction. Is this 

I Pare 59, Table 2-6 25.23 

25.2, 

BanSe/hebitatlveterehed improvetiots should alao be identified for Alternative 
2. This data would facilitate comparison for R/H/U under each alternative--aa 
is possible to do for AOHs Bivsn the data provided. Ubils BLB's preference is 
to wait and formelete specific improveaentr es part of AMPS or tie, eom3 
fi&ures should be provided to aim the rerim r A general idea or the extent 

I OK work ona could anticipate. The footnote could atate these are subject to 
chenSe based on plane. 

25.25 1 Under each elternetive. sheep ADHs heve increamd, even under Alternative 3. 
More explanation is needed for this increese. 

I 

ChaDter Two, PiSuree 

A general note on the orsaniration of the Kigurer in Chapter 2. Generally, 
the figures we not conveniently located. For purposee of comperison, it 
would be better to locate all figures at the snd of the chapter. 

D. CHAPTEB III 

I 
Page 12. Pareueph 1 

I 
Abandoned mines occur within the Pleoning Area and can be quite hezardoue to 

25.26 outdoor recreationiata and others. These are implicitly alluded to in the 
discussion of locatable minerals. i.e. "Moat of the other districts ara 
praaently InaCtiVe, or limited t0 casual e1plOretion use”. Although detailed 
diaeussion or abandoned mines is outside the scope of the ES. BLli should be 
aware or their existence and implicationa Par managing different land uaaa. 

I Page 71. Beolorieel Derelonwnt. Irend and Forage Production 

25.27 I It would be helpPu1 iI this sockion had an orplanation of succession and the 
relationship between wildlife and livestock vegetative needs (forage and 
cover) Ior each aucceasional stage. 

Page 79. Figure 3-1 

25.26 

I 
Explanetion of the difFerewe between active and total preference and how this 
relates to existing AUlls would be very helpful. 

25.29 I 
Pa&e 81. Soils 

A table listiny, aoil erosion conditions for each allotment is needed in the 
appendix. 

25.24 

25.25 

25.26 

25.27 

25.28 

25.29 

Response to Letter 25 

For analysis purposes, Alternative 4 allows livestock AUMs to go up 
to full preference. In the case of the Lucin/Pilot Allotmant, this 
was a livestock AUM increase of 814 from 2,641 to 3,455 AUK. To 
accomodate this increase and still remain at the assumed proper use 
level, the 344 elk AU& frcm public lands were eliminated so that an 
analysis of this change could be made. 

The proposed decision in the Final RIPIEIS is to retain for elk the 
full 344 AUMs required frcmi public lands on the Pilot Mountain Range. 

The AIJM decrease for pronghorn fOllowS the same rationale discussed 
in Response 25.22 above for elk. This does imply a herd reduction, 
but was used for analysis purposes only. The proposed decision for 
pronghorn AUH allocation shows an increase of 964 AUMs from the 
present 622 up to 1,586. 

The intent of the District was to portray in Alternatives 3 and 4 the 
kinds of improvements that may be made on the public lands so that an 
;;:;;;:mental analysis could be made of the effects of these 

. Actual imorovements will be similar to those portrayed. but 
details of locatlon; sire. design, etc. are subject to more detailed 
activity planning. Given the fact that the need for improvements, as 
well as manpower and money to make them, fluctuates through time, it 
is imPraCtfCa1 to project improvement needs far into the future. 

Alternative 2 (active preference) is base data, the currently 
authorized level, for livestock numbers and AUMs. Alternative 1 
showS actual use (five year average) and Alternative 4 reflects use 
at full preference or higher. Therefore, Alternative 3 is a decrease 
from currently authorized sheep forage use. The only proposed 
increase is shown in Alternative 4. 

The figures were located closest to the resource or proposed action 
which was being addressed. The sama organization is used in this 
document. 

See Response to Conent 25.8. 

The relationship between livestock and wildlife needs is cmaplex and 
further analyzed in AMPS and limps; however, some generalfratfons 
could be made. For example, an Upland Stony Hills Range Site has the 
potential to produce between 1300 and 1700 pounds of air dryed forage 
in a favorable year (eXCellent condition or climax seral stage). In 
this condition. 10 percent of the forage produced would be black 
sagebrush. In the same range site in a fair condition (middle seral 
stage). black sage would caprise up to 31 percent of the total 
forage produced. Therefore, to accoasaodate deer winter range the 
site should be in fair condition (middle seral stage) and to 
accoaaaodate cattle the site should be in excellent condition (climax 
seral stage). 

Active preference as identified in Alternative 2 is the total amOUnt 
of AUMs authorized for use on the current grazing permit. Total 

R 
reference would include suspended AUNs and is generally reflected in 
lternatfve 4. Currently used (S-year average) AUNs are shown in 

Alternative 1. A number of allotments are currently grazed at active 
preference levels. 



Comment Letter 25 Response to Letter 25 

Page Five of Attachwant 

I 

Pere 81. Uateruhed 

25.30 A linting oI the clesrilication end ecological condition for each .tre.m and 
rtre.m aeetion listed in Figure 3-2 would be helpful. 

25.31 
The Division or‘ UildliPe gesourc*l propomd L rang* oi 250 to i5G *ii not 
200-500. Ib. Divieion i. 1nt.re.t.d in buildin a herd to 500. IK no range 
or egrieultural problw occur then the Division is in favor of going to 750 
heed. If there are conflicts the Division is prepared to stop at 250 heed. I 

Pue 87. Peraxreoh 3 

25.32 

I 

Peae 89. Pirure 3-4. Pronghorn Antelope-glk gebitat 

It la recowndsd that the choice of print color used to distinguirh the 
dilberence between yeerlong pronghorn entelopa end elk herd distribution be 
changed. The two grays appear essentielly the #em. 

Paae 93. Ueterfowl and Shorebirds 

It should be noted that W Box Blder County probebly hu the only remaining 

25.33 
breeding individuels pf the Lower Colorado River Valley Population of Greeter 
Sendhill Crenes. While breeding hes not been identified during the last live 
years. pairs heve bee. identified. Attempts era being lude to tag .om of the 
young to verily they belong to the sama population es glko end southeastern 
Idaho aed not Rocky Ilountein Population. The LCRV population once occupied l 

much larger portion of western Utah. 

Pale 93. Reptoes 
25.34 

I 
The species list should include screech owl. sharpskinned and Cooper’s hawk, 
turkey vulture, rOUghlegged hawk. merlin end osprey. 

I 

Bven though the bl.ck-tailed j.ckrabbit provide. A significant emount of 
bioma.. for large diurnal end nocturnal reptors. it by no mean8 reflects the 

25.35 extent of prey specier used. specially during low jackrabbit populations. 
Other prey species include the Belding groundsquirrel. cottontail rabbit, 
yellow-bellieb merwt. kangaroo ret. wood ret, end numarou. bird. and reptiles. 

I 

A prey base of bleekteilsd jackrabbits en4 cottontail rabbits is extremely 
25.36 import.nt to at least eight species of rnptors and aeverel terrestrial 

predators. including the kit Pox and bobcat. This food base should be 
considered when habitat wdifieetions convert vegetative types. 

25.37 1 
USFUS guidelines should be used to l void disturbance to reptor nest sites. 
There is too much species variation to go with a standard l/2 mile buffer zone. 

I 

P&se 94, Threatened. Sndenrered and Sensitive SDeCies 

There is no reference to river otter in the document. During . recent survey 
25.36 (January. 1985). Nevada Fish end Geae Depertment personnel reported extensive 

otter sign end two sightings in the Goose Creek area. only five miles Kroa 
Utah. Based on the movement of both male and female otter, we are confident 

25.30 

25.31 

25.32 

25.33 

25.34 

25.35 

25.36 

25.37 

25.38 

The Soil Survey of Box Elder County - Yestern Part (SCS, 19831 
orovfdes detailed soil information. fncludina soil erosion 
information. 

.- _ 
This data is in the form of an-'order 3 survey' that 

ordered data into mapping units ranging from 50 acres to 1.000 acres 
or more. It would be very difficult and not cost-effective or 
practical to accurately aggregate and segregate data into units that 
coincide with grazing allotment boundarfes. The soil erosion table 
has therefore not been added as an appendix to the proposed plan. 

Stream classifications are included in Proposed Decision 5 of the 
Afr, Soils, and Yater Program. BLN has a vegetation inventory that 
includes the rfparian vegetation of the 16 perennial streams on 
public land. This data was used to confirm that the riparlan areas 
of these streams are in fair condition overall. However, there are 
areas within the riparfan zones where conditions appear to be better 
than fair and areas where poorer conditions exist. As a result of 
this, Proposed Decision 5 set objectives to identify more specific 
ecological condition, evaluate potential, and identify improvement 
methods. 

Because of many conflicts identified during the public review of the 
Draft RNP, BLN's proposed decision is to not agree to the 
reintroduction of elk on public lands in the Grouse Creek Mountains. 
(See Proposed Wildlife Decision 2 in the Proposed Plan.1 

Figure 3-4 was not reproduced in this document. However, your 
suggestfon is appreciated. 

According to BLM records and species' habitat maps. the greater 
sandhill crane use areas are alonq the more lush valley bottas that 
are all privately owned. Therefore, BLM has no management 
jurisdiction. However, this species and its potentfal habitat should 
be considered in the HNPs prepared for Uestern Box Elder County just 
In case it starts using BLN admfnfstered lands. The potential for 
&F;g:ng habitat for this population should also be considered in 

The change has been made. See Revisions and Corrections for page 93. 

The addition has been made. Sea Revfsfons and Corrections for 
page 93. 

BLM policy is to provide UDYR a year's advance notice and involve 
them in the environmental assessaant (EAl review and camaents. This 
EA should address all aspects of the envfromntal consequences of 
the treatment. It is BLN's and UDYR's responsibility to see that 
this has been done properly. The prey base for the various predatory 
species is one of the environmental factors that should be closely 
considered. The resulting decisfon should reflect these 
considerations in the project's sire, design. locatfon, or other 
stipulations. or in sore cases, determine that the project should not 
be permitted. 

BLM believes that for multiple use management. a 0.5-mile buffer zone 
is sufffcfent in west cases and for most species of nesting raptors. 
CollRents from the U.S. Fish and Yfldlffe Service's Endan ered Specfes 
and Ecologfcal Services SeCtiOnS dld not nMtfOn that a I .5-mile 
buffer zone was not sufffcient for nesting raptors. There may be a 
few cases where 0.5 mile is not adequate. These exceptlons can be 
specifically dealt with fn the various HNPs, and decisions to extend 
the buffer zone can be made tn those docweents for the specfal cases. 



25.39 

Comment Letter 25 Response to Letter 25 

PI&. Sir of Attm?h.nt 

I 

that a virbl. populetio” oeeut. within th. Goo.. Creek draineg. in pteh. 
iiistorical racord. .bou otter in the Raft River. Ihi. epecies deaerv.. 
ep.ei.1 menegennt con.id.r.tion b.e.u.. thi. mey repreeent the only viable 
popu1rtion in uteh. Riperien menegeynt practice.. should attempt to m..t 
otter hebitet need. in Goo.. Creek end Reft River- Sherp triled grouse should 
b. lilted e. stet. rensitir. spoci.. ."d e1.o the Pygmy eottonteil. 

25*40 1 
We do not know OK we.t.r” blu. bird" in w.t Box Elder; however, we do hev. . 
d .C n “g populetion of nountei” blue bird.. li 1 

P.K. 97. Rioui." R.bit.tr 

Zb. di.cur.ion her. toeur.. on the iaportenc. of ripuia” et’.... Yet in BOX 

25.41 
Elder County Woet of the ripariari/m&~~tic habitat. .I. only in Ieir to poor 
condition”. Give" the signiticenc. of thi. r..o"re.. it i. diftieult to 
undwrtand tiy mar. wh4.i. he. not be.” pieced on it. inproveunt and 
mintenane.. For l rupl., E.nei"6 of rip.ri." .I'... i. only direur..d under 
Alt.r".tiv. 3. Uhy not the other elternetiv.., de fencing is e good c..ourc. 
mnag.ment too1 in ell e*r... 

25.42 
I 

With no eipari.” fencing in Alt.r”.tiv.r 1. 2. end 4, wildlife h.bit.t in 
riprria” zones will continue to decline. Soil er0.10. .nd bank instability 
will continue. lending to s.dim.“t.tio” .“d cheng.. in wetor quality. 

In addition to . r.qu..t that rip.ri.” fsncing b. . sig”ilic.nt p.rt of eech 
25.43 

I 

elternetiv., the stat. requeet. that . table listing the ecologic.1 condition 
of 111 rip.ri."/.qu.tic hebitrt o" BUI l.“d. be prepared. The tebl. rhould 
list nil.. of otream habitet in eech condition cl.... 

Pea. 99. Soeio.co”onics 

The in~lueio” ol the value of wildliCe for recreation i. u..Iul and 
importmt. It give. . basis for c.mp.ri"s expenditures on wildlife habitat 
improvement vs. return on that i"r.rtm."t.. $2.5 million ir a good return for 

25.44 the limited investment made. It is r.e”mm.“d.d that determinins the value ol 
hunting .rclu.iv.ly on BLR l."d. be purrued. using e methodology that eeeum.. 
hunting effort on public lands is in proportion to the extent of public land. 
The Selt Lake office of the WR c.” provide estimete. to make additional 
comparisons tar fiehing. weterfowl hunting and trapping. 

Similar eomp.riso”. should be mad. for return. Kron livestock vs. ranseland 
25’45 I improvement coet.. 

25.46 

25.47 

In order to oyler d belenced perspective. in light of the lengthy 
livestock/ranching discussion, the discussion o" the economic value of 
wildlit. should be expanded. Ihir would allow the public to comp.r. the 
socio.co”omics of both us.. o. they compare each alternative. 

i?. CRAPTER IV 

P.K. 110, Impect. on Soils ."d Watershed 

A discussion OI the environmental co”a.qu.nc.. of not protecting 

25.39 

25.40 

25.41 

25.42 

25.43 

25.44 

25.45 

25.46 

25.47 

The Draft RkP/EIS has no references to the presence of river otter 
because BLM became aware of the discovery after the document was 
published. Also, it appears that Goose Creek is the only known 
location within the planning area, and it is nearly 100 percent 
privately owned. 

The fact that the sharp-tailed grouse and the pygmy rabbit were State 
Sensitive SpeCieS was alSO unknown to BLH. An addition has been made 
to reflect this new infonnatlon. See Revisions and Corrections for 
page 97. 

According to Richardson (1964bI the western bluebird is a State 
Sensitive-Oeclinfng species that is an accidental migrant to the 
planning area and breeds southward in the most southern counties of 
Utah. 

Richardson (19B4b3 lfsted the mountain bluebird as a State 
SenSftiVe-StatUS Ouestioned species, and found it to be breeding 
along several streams and in the towns of Grouse Creek and Lynn. 

The proposed plan defers specific habitat improvements such as 
rfparian/aquatic habitat fencing to the various activity plans such 
as HIPS. and AWs, and Multiple Use Management Plans (MUWs) that 
will be prepared as a result of this planning phase. There are 
pro osed decisions in this RW for the development of a Goose Creek 
nu ni and a priority list of HW areas. These documents will evaluate 
in detail the on-the-ground habitat improvements needed. Specific 
w"ageWIt actions for improving these conditions will be provided in 
the various activity plans prepared for areas that contain rfparian/ 
aquatic habitats. 

Also see the Response to Collrent 25.9. 

See Response to C-tits 25.9 and 25.41. 

See Response to Coswnt 25.31. 

BLH recognizes the need for detailed socioeconomic evaluation in 
project planning. A cost/benefit analysis is an important part of 
the planning of any improvement project. This process is 
accomplished during the HMP preparation or during the project 
planning phase. Funding prforlties are given to those projects that 
show the hi hest benefit/cost ratio. The methodology suggested is 
good and wi 4 1 be used on a project-by-project basis during the 
activity plan preparation phase of planning. Time and menpower 
limitations will not allow this level of analysis In this document. 

Similar comparisons are made for range improvement projects; 
benefit/cost is one of seven factors evaluated. These factors 
contribute to the selection of the priority of a project for funding. 

The range socioeconomic section is presented in detail due to a 
court-mandated decision that sets standardized evaluation procedures 
and requires detailed range econwic analysis in all Grazing EISs. 
BLM agrees that the level of wlldlffe socioeconomic evaluation could 
have been detailed. but time and manpower limitations would not allow 
developing this level of data. It will be possible to increase the 
level of detail in the activity plans, such as HMPs and AMPS. 

The BLM agrees that the environmental consequences of not prOtw;ting 
riparlan/aquatic habitats under Alternatives 1. 2. and 4 should have 
been addressed. The additions have been made. See Revisions and 



Comment Letter 25 Response to Letter 25 

P.g. S.Y." ot AO..Cb.Ot 

I 

tip*ri*n/*cq~*elc b*bit*t should be included her.. This ir on. *or. erMp1s 
of the a.riou* l*ck ol conrideration these important areas have received in 
the EXP. l-h. .L,C. h.s r.eomX.nd.d th.L tip*ri*n fencing be included .I p.rt 
0s e*ch altern*~iv.: in *ay c*.e. the con.equ.*c.* of action or inaction *II 
regrrd. rip.ci.n/.cq’.t.tic .I’... *hould be *ddr.*s.d in this section. 

I 

Pe 
25.48 

“Wildlife h*bit*t* should be added to the end of the decond sentence. 

I 

P*K. 114, Alt..rn*tiv. 3. P*r*rr.uh 2 

25.49 The dI*eua*ion of AUH* Kor wildlife under Alt.rn*tiv. 3 i* conlu*ing Ior 
*.v.r.1 C..IOQ. Pirrt. AUN. ,r. profected to incr.**. under Alternative 1 Co 
* gr..t.r degree th*n Alt.ra*tiv. 3 (1,096 AIM* “I. 2.136). On. would allsum. 
L-ha benefit* to wildlit. would be .nh*ne.d under Altetaetiv. 3 *nd not. 
Alternltive 1. 

Second. oo viable method h*s been provided to obt*ia the incr.*s.d 2.136 ADHa 
tot uildliI. QroQ0l.d under Alt..rn*tiv. 3. 1d.JJt.e. Conner. and N.E 
allotments at. li*t.d .s *llotments tier. livestock &cb&ing could be 

25.50 
eliminated to met wildlit. AlINs. This is curious . . current big 6'. "I. is 
*lw*t non.*ist.n~ on the*. .llo~at. .t the pr...nt time. In addftion. the 
XKP *t*te* th*t even given the elimination of the.. *llotwats, in *ddition tc 
reduction of liv.*toek (raring on oCh.r .llo~nU. .nou&h torrg. to 
bcconv4od.t. increased wildlife in all c.I.. could not be provided. A# it is 
presented in the P.KP, the BUI is propo*ing . non-viable Alternative 3--a* it 
would result in overgrwring. The ataL. requests tb.t the current propor. 
either be restated or r.lornu1.t.d to otfer * vi*bl. .lt.rn*tiV.. 

y 

25.51 

I 

Burning of 1.100 *cr.* OK big sagebrurh would not neee.**rily improve sage 
grouse habitat. If the burn *re* is in nesting or winter h*bit*ts. it could 
h.v. signific.nt n.g.lAv. inp*cts. 

25.52 

I 

P*r. 115 

Improved arrrh hrbit.l .nd creation of additional u*~erfoul habitat iv of 
limited beaelit unle*. live*tock iv alao regulated in these *ce*s. 

I 

Page 115. P.t*gr*vh 5 

25.53 What *r. “i‘?aport*nt* ripdrian are*. with regard to fencin6P What criteria V.PG 
ured to establish this priority? 

I 

P.K. 117. Pacawaph 2 

25.54 II the harvest of 9.900 *cr.* OI pinyonljunipee on six .llotnwnt* would 
improve deer winter range under Alternative 4. why improve only 4.500 acres 
under Alc.rn.tiv. 3? 

25.48 

25.40 

25.50 

25.51 

Corrections for pages 110 and 112. 

The topic of whether or not BLM will fence riparian habitats is 
dfscussed in the Responses to Coimnents 25.9 and 25.41. 

This se&on deals only with "Impacts on Soils and Uatershed." The 
‘Iaqacts on Hlldlife Habitat* from fencing rfparian/aquatfc areas is 
discussed under that section. Alternative 3, on page 115 of the Draft 
RW'/EIS. 

See the Responses to CoRntS 25.22 and 26.25. 

Based upon the assuption that grazing at 10 percent or more below 
proper use would allow the vegetative resource to improve, it follows 
that habitat conditfons would fmprove; the 8.0% AU?& not used b 
livestock could be available for wildlife use. However, these A MS I; 
are allocated to livestock use and as such are only available at the 
dlscretfon of the livestock operators. If the livestock operators 
decided to use their active preference, these AUMs would not be 
available and therefore cannot be counted upon for wildlife use. 

Alternative 3 would reduce the livestock forage available in 
Alternative 2 bv 2.135 AUNs to allow for the reintroduction of elk. _- 
bfghorn sheep aid pronghorn and the Increase in pronghorn in areas- 
where the 
as availa r; 

are presently found. Therefore, the 8.046 AUHs mentioned 
le for wildlife in Alternative 1 are from unused livestock 

AUMs, and the 2.136 AU& shown in Alternative 3 are taken from 
livestock use. 

The 2,136 AUM increase for wildlife in Alternative 3 would meet the 
needs of the proposed reintroduction of elk, bi 
pronghorn and the increase of pronghorn 4 

horn sheep. and 
identif ed under that 

altematfve. 

Eliminating livestock use on the Ida-Ute, Conner and Naf Allotments 
was proposed in Alternative 3. No AUMs from this llvestock decrease 
have been reflected in big game use because these AUMs would be used 
by non-game species. 

The lack of AUMs available to meet the needs of wfldlffe fn 
Alternative 3 amounts to 446 AUNs on nine allotments. This AIJN 
deficft Involves oronqhorn in most cases and is considered 
fnsignlftcant because-livestock and pronghorn do not seriously 
compete. Therefore, ELM believes Alternative 3 was a viable 
alternative and properly treated the needs of wildlife. 

These small scattered burns are proposed to improve sage grouse brood 
rearing habitat by creating small areas of increased forb and insect 
productfon and will be planned and evaluated in HMPs which are 
cooperatively prepared with the UDNR. If BLM and the UDYR cannot 
agree that the location, design and size of the burns would improve 
sage lemented. 
Signi 4 

rouse habitat. then they will not be proposed or f 
icant negative impacts to sage grouse nesting and w nter "p 

habitat will not be allowed. especially as a result of a wildlife 
habitat improvement prOjeCt. 



25.55 

Comment Letter 25 

P~IJO ol Ei&hC of AttaehYnr 

p.g. 11,. meta to Sag. Groum U#e Arms. Paragrreh 6 

The pllp 1ndicat.a tb&t *wildlife could be s~iously imPactad durinS critical 
Prtiodr on...179.S40 acre* ol aaSe S~OUI. broodinS eo~lere8...” under 
Alt.*m~tive 4. Imprctr to s.Se *rous. use ar.1. ua * vio1arion of the nou 
with th. st.te SUI Director and E&II approved 1974 Guidelines for protection or 
r.g. &mu.. habitats. 

Par* 118. IQactr o* B*er.~tion. Ale*rmt.i** 3 

Unrertrictsd OBV u.e by hunters ham irpaeted wildlife hahit& and creaCed 
siSnificrat m’orion problema within Red Butte, Kitiall Crmek, Cyclm Speiny~, 
InShu. Dry Canyon aed Pina Creek. Pod Butte would benefit siSnific.antly with 
a total OPV clowre durin& the huntin& s..mn‘. Th. 8tat.m reeovnds that 
total OKV cloa~re during hunting ‘..a011 in Red Butte be included 8. part of 
Alternative 2. 

I 

Pale 118. Altrtn~tis. 4 

By allowinS OS-3 “I. into riparim habitat/aquatic v.... dnclininS ripari~~ 
25.57 habitat will coacinu. to reduce the vaiiety and abundance 01 all wildlife 

which utilize t.hia vegetatisa type. Poor bank stability and increased soil 
erosion on ovarused riparian aquatic habitat8 will continue To reduce visual 
and recroatibnal quality. 

I 

Pam 123. ParmrrDh 5 

25.58 GrdzinK under Alternative 1.2 and 4 would not restor. rbe productivity and 
vegetative component of existing ripuim comuniciss. 

Response to Letter 25 

25.52 These marsh habitat improvements will be proposed and evaluated in 
HWs and will not be Implemented unless livestock grazing can be 
controlled. 

25.53 The priorfty rfparfan/aquatlc habitats for Fencing are those with the 
highest potential to fmrove as a fishery or terrestrial wildlife 
habitat through fencfn 

9' 
Fencing these areas must be physically 

feasible and economica . BLM must ahrfnfster enough of the stream to 
reasonably ass- that protection would make a difference in the 
overall quality. Livestock grazing must be determined to be the 
limiting factor. 

25.54 The 9,900 acres of pfnyon/junfper harvest proposed In Alternative 4 
were designed to increase the forest product use and improve the 
livestock range condftfon. If properly designed and located, a 
secondary benefit could be improved mule deer winter range conditions 
In the form of Increased browse understory. The 4,500 acres of 
pfnyon/junfper harvest proposed in Alternatfve 3 were designed to 
increase mule deer winter range conditions by increasing the browse 
understory. Increased forest product use and improved livestock 
range conditions are fncidentai benefits. 

25.55 Alternative 4 favors resource uses and as such has only minimal 
acrea es 
stipu atfons) 7 

fn mfneral leasing Categories 2 (open with special 
and 3 (no surface occupancy) (see Appendix 5 in the 

Draft RW). This lack of protection is presented In Alternative 4 to 
show a range of alternatives as is required in an EIS. ELM's 
proposed decfsfon is to close a 0.5-mile area around each lek to 
dfsturbfng activities from March 15 through June 15. 

25.56 See Response to Cowaent 16.1. 

Under the Proposed Plan, ORV use is proposed to be lfmfted to 
exfstfn roads on 7,630 acres on Red Butte Mountain. BLM would be 
very wf 9 ling to work with UDYR in formulating motorized vehicle 
restriction areas on other publfc lands for the sage grouse and mule 
deer hunts. 

25.57 Alternative 4 fs presented to show a range of alternatives as is 
required in an RMP/EIS. See Response to Comment 2.2. 

The proposed recreation decision will provide protectfon for the 
Donner and Bettrfdge Creek drainages. Other riparfan/aquatfc 
habitats will not be offfcfally closed in an ORV plan for the reasons 
discussed under the Response to Cennent 16.1. The various HMPs will 
fully evaluate riparian/aquatfc habitat protection needs and will 
make plans and decisions to fmplewnt needed protection. These 
activity plans may decide fencing and/or a road closure is necessary 
to protect the riparfan/aquatic habitat. 

25.50 BLH agrees that fencing rfparfan/aquatfc habitats fs virtually the 
only way to assure these areas are not overgrazed. Alternative 3 
analyzes fencing scme areas, whereas Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 do not. 
Therefore. the BLM agrees wfth the cement, but the intent of 
paragraph 5 on page 123 is to depfct the overall grazing picture and 
not to look at specific areas. For example. reducing the grazing 
level In an allotwnt by 50 percent should improve the overall 
vegetative condftfon in time. but probably would not change the level 
of use or laprove the condition of a rfparian/aquatic area within 
that allotaent. Air, Soils, and Hater Proposed Decision 5 sets forth 
BLM's objectives for management of rfparfan areas in the planning 
area. 



ORAL COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Comment 1: Con Maxfield Response 1 

"While limitations for vehicle access may be desirable in some areas Exceptions may be made to vehicle limitations. These allow legitimate 
and in certain seasons, we recommend an exemption from such restrictions for necessary travel across limited areas by any land users qualifying for such 
any ranch- or livestock-related ingress." exceptions. Your grazing permit could be modified to allow vehicle use, 

subject to stipulations that would meet the protection objectives for the area. 

Coannent 2: Con Maxfield Response 2 

"We understand range management objectives in altering ieasons of use 
but point out that in some cases changes may result in a reduction of the 

The proposed Box Eider RR? suggests some adjustment in spring season-of-use 
for some allotments. 

total number of livestock that can be maintained on a year-round basis or 
However, the RMP does not recormnend a reduction in 

livestock AUMs due to season-of-use adjustment. 
result in added feed-import costs. 

Most proposed season-of-use 
adjustments when finalized with affected permittees will parallel and enhance 

"This would be the situation on our ranch. And we oppose detrimental 
current practices and will culminate in an improved vegetative resource. 

changes in season-of-use." 
There are no invnediate season-of-use changes proposed for the allotments 
grazed by your livestock in the Proposed RMP. However, some modification of 
season-of-use may occur during implementation of an Allotment Management 
Plan. These changes would consider the needs of the resource and the 
permittee. 

Comment 3: Con Maxfield Response 3 

"Red Butte Area of Critical Environmental Concern: We fail to see 
Upon further analysis the Red Butte Area has been determined not to qualify 

how this area merits this classification and feel that more intensive, 
for designation as an ACEC. (See ACEC proposed decision 3.) 

expensive management of this area is not warranted." 

Comment 4: Con Maxfield Response 4 

“Manipulation of Livestock and Wildlife AUMs: Wildlife depredation 
of private lands is already a serious concern in our operation. An increase 

The proposed RMp does not identify reductions in livestock AUMS. Proposed 

in AUMs for wildlife and a reduction in livestock AUMs would have a double 
Decision 1 for wildlife identifies the criteria which must be met before ~Lfq 

detrimental economic impact on our ranch. We feel that any introduction of 
will agree to a reintroduction. 

elk would be particularly costly, and the detrimental economic impact on our 
in the corranent. 

The criteria address the concerns mentioned 
proposed Decision 2 states that BLM would not agree to an elk 

ranch. We feel that any introduction of elk would be particularly costly, and 
reintroduction in the Grouse Creek/Raft River Mountain Ranges. 

the detrimental economic impact would far outweigh any incremental public good. 

Comment 5: Con Maxfield 
Response 5 

"Well, we've pointed out that on pages 74 and 75 of the study, a 
classification of vegetation in the lands involved. And we point out that 
only 83,000 acres involve riparian habitat, conifer/aspen, and mountain shrub 
which, to some naturalists are the most cr;tical vegetation to the type of 
wildlife that have been referred to in the study. 

"That seems to be a mighty small portion to be making such a big deal 
out of additional wildlife." 

It is true that a small percentage of the total habitat on the Grouse Creek 
Mountain Range is vegetative types considered highly preferred by wildlife. 
However, 
less 

dis ersion of these smaller, preferred areas enhances the larger, 
! desirab e habitats such as sagebrush and pinyon-juniper, making the whole 

area good wildlife habitat. It is the diversity and quality of habitat that 
is important and not just the quantity involved. 



ORAL COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Conssent 6: Con Maxfield: Response 6 

"Now, I would like to point out that taking the old Transcontinental BLM will continue to manage the public lands for multiple uses as required by 

Railroad, the old Central Pacific Railroad bed -- if we take all of the lands FLPMA. VOur interest in the use of public land for livestock production at 

south of there, which require very little management on the part of the the expense Of recreation opportunities and equal interest by other public 

Federal government, if you eliminate those lands, most of the study seems to land users for their uses at the expense of livestock form the basis for the 

be based on the lands north and west of that old roadbed. It would appear need for multiple use management. 

that there is only about 400,000 acres of ELM-administered lands in the 
northwest corner of Box Elder County, which would be north of the old Central 
Pacific Railroad bed and west of that railroad bed. 

"That would constitute only about one-third of the total acreage 
involved there. Any intense management on the part of the Federal government 
on those 400,000 acres is bound to impact on the approximately 800,000 acres 
of private lands or otherwise-owned lands there, And we feel that because of 
the peculiar nature of the layout of the land -- and the study refers to the 
fact that the lands are interspersed among private lands -- that any intensive 
management of these minority lands to encourage recreational use at the 
expense of livestock production is a serious encroachment on the private 
property rights of the private property owners, almost constituting an 
unconstitutional taking of private lands without compensation." 

Comment 7: Gary Rose Response 7 

"I don't really believe that people outside of the livestock industry 
Under the Proposed RMP, needed roads would be built as time and funding can be 

realize how essential, at times, these roads are to an operation. When you appropriated. BLM recognizes that key roads into the allotments are critical 

have a sick cow or something of this nature, you have to get to it. And to the operation of livestock operations. Permittees would always be allowed 

sometimes it would involve taking salt by horse an awfully long ways if we to utilize the road system for ongoing operations; however, in some areas 

were unable to use the roads by vehicle." there may be excess roads which result in unnecessary resource damage and 
harrassment of livestock. On a case-by-case basis, roads within the 
allotments will be analyzed and those identified as excess will be taken out 
of the system and put to rest. 

Comment 8: Gary Rose Response 8 

"Also, another area of concern -- and I voiced this same concern in 
Park Valley -- that of the elk. And Mr. Maxfield mentioned this. I think 

See Response 4. 

that the topography of the land indicates that those elk in the deep snow in 
the mountains would definitely come down into that whole area. It is 
surrounded by ranches. At the base of each one of those hills, that is where 
the valleys are situated. And they are all privately owned." 

Comment 9: Gary Rose Response 9 

"I feel very strongly that we have a deer problem at times. We have BLM realizes that during a hard winter all available hay is needed to sustain 

had to do some deer fencing, which takes them out of the stockyards in Spots. 
the local livestock. It is also recognized that during these hard times, deer 

But still in all, we have to have what forage we have for the livestock that tend to congregate around available forage such as private haystacks. 

we have." 
Haystack fencing can be obtained from the Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources. Regular and special hunts can be used to help reduce the deer 
depredation problem. Not wanting to compound this problem is one reason BLM's 
proposed decision is not to agree to the elk reintroduction on public lands on 
the Grouse Creek/Raft River Mountains. 
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Connsent 10: Gary Rose 

"Ma be it isn't of any concern to the Bureau of Land Management, but 
the livestoc ii industry in Box Elder County and throughout the state is in a 
very critical stage. It is economically depressed, probably as bad as it was 
in the,last depression. And I think any encroachment upon the status quo is 
going to tip the balance. 

"As was testified at the Bureau of Land Management meetings on the 
fee increase, any fee increase would be detrimental to the livestock industry 
in Box Elder County. 

Coinnent 11: Alan Kunzler 

"I uess first of all I'd like to start out with what I have problems 
in the appen ages of the book where thay have a chain of no areas bigger than ! 
50 acres in one block. I don't really feel that that is economically 
feasible. And where it permits and you have areas that are treatable -- say, 
for instance, that BLM had one section and you had an area that, say, 100 
acres in that section that is feasible to treat -- I fail to see why you can't 
treat the whole 100 acres if it happens to be in one block." 

Coannent 12: Alan Kunzler 

"My other problem in the appendages is with where it states that no 
blade or crawler blade could be used to doze or remove brush for a fence 
line. I don't feel that going out there and hand digging it -- well, that's 
about the only other alternative you have other than using a piece of 
equipment on it -- I think the cost is the main factor there versus, you know, 

being able to remove it with a dozer blade." 

Comment 13: Alan Kunzler 

"And I also feel that "reintroduction" is incorrect. I don't -- I'd 
like to see a copy of -- however they can prove that there was elk at one time 
that lived and stayed on that Raft River Mountain. 

Comment 14: Alan Kunzler 

"The other one is the riparian fences that they have outlined for 
Fisher Creek and down in Rock Creek. I don't really -- knowing them canyons 
very well, I don't see any feasible way to really, for the dollars spent -- 
that we could fence them, maintain them, and still maintain the draft of the 

cattle. But, anyway, I really don't feel that that is a very good idea. 

Response 10 

It has never been the intention of the BLM to adversely impact the livestock 
industry. BLM WCOgniZeS the critical position of the industry in Box Elder 
County and is structuring its RMP to maintain or enhance the natural resources 
utilized bv the livestock oeoole in the nlannino are= 

Response 11 

BLM will treat the maximum area within a proposed treatment area while 
providing for other resource concerns. In some cases this area will be more 
than 50 acres. The resulting treatment will be more pleasing visually, 
provide for other concerns such as wildlife cover and runways, and maximize 
the production of forage for livestock. It has been suggested by researchers 
that small block treatment actually results in higher production (pounds of 
forage per acre) while reducing watershed damage and maximizing moisture 
retention. 

Response 12 

The ve etative types found on the majority of public lands in the county 
genera ly do not physically impede fence construction. In woodland sites it 9 
has been found that there are few trees growing that actually interfere with 
construction. Therefore, it is cheaper to remove these trees by hand than to 
utilize a dozer. As was pointed out in Comment Number 10, the livestock 
industry is suffering from a severe economic depression, utilizing a bulldozer 
to clear unnecessary fence line would be very expensive to whoever is 
responsible for construction of that fence. In addition, the unnecessary 
resource damage and visual impact is unacceptable under a multiple use 
management concept. 

Response 13 

DDWR has informed BLM that they have literature sources that state the Raft 
River Mountain range was historic elk habitat. Mike Welch of the Northern 
Re ion of IJDWR was to send copies of this confirmation to Dee Kunzler to 
in nrm the lnrnl rnnnnunitv of this fact. 3 

Response 14 

The Proposed RMP does not include specific habitat improvements. The Grouse 
Creek/Raft River Mountains HMP will evaluate in detail the need for, and the 
feasibility of, fencing the public land riparian/stream habitat in the Fisher 
Creek Allotment. If this evaluation determines a need to fence these streams, 
livestock ntoveeent and water access will be designed into the fencing 
projects. The maintenance of these fences, if built, will be BLM's 
responsibility. 
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Comment 15: Alan Kunzler Response 16 

"I do have some problems with Alternative Four, one being the legal 
access. It's stated in there that thev want leaal access to improve 

Access to Fisher Creek has been dropped from the proposed RMP. 

management. I think it would cause a managemeni problem by the'gates being 
left open -- that's why they was locked at one time, because we couldn't keep 
gates -- rock was being stolen. And we had, at times -- several times -- 
during chicken hunting and before, with motorcycles going up there in the fall 
of the year stirring up cattle. And we had a lot of problem with them coming 
down and leaving the gates open when you was right at the bottom. 

“NOW, I think, ourselves, where we border it on about one and a half 
sides, it would really cause us a problem on our private land. Where it's -- 
again, I'm talking in the Fisher Creek area. Where they have that under 
contTol, ye do not have the problem with people traveling through our own 
private land where we border them because they do control it." 

Comment 16: Alan Kunrler 

"The next problem I have is with the disposal of some of the iands. For 
example, Section 21, you have a half section there in Township 13-13. And 
that section has been planted into crested wheat, which is probably as highly 
productive as any BLM section or ground that I know of out in that country. 
And Section 24, which is below Bald Knoll, is, I would say, comparable 
ground. We haven't been able to reseed it, burn it and reseed it, because of 
the DWR -- it says that it is very crucial deer winter range. And I don't see 
how you can -- how the BLM or whoever -- can go in and buy there -- They're 
talking of buying, in Alternative Four, highly productive land. And it looks 
like to me, right there, we are selling highly productive land. And I don't 
know -- and I would like to know -- where they are thinking that we could 
acquire this, you know, more highly productive land. 

"I would rather see the BLM hold onto the land that they have and try to 
block it as much as possible, you know, whenever it is permitted." 

Comment 17: Dean Stephens 

Response 16 

The two seetfons in question will be retained in public ownership. BLM wiil 
continue to seek to reduce the fragmented ownership pattern in Box Elder 
county. This wfll be done within the guidelines of the Proposed RMP. 

Response 17 

"I refer to seasons-of-use that they, under almost all of the 
you are correct in your statement that both the Lucin/Pilot and the Leppe 

alternatives, propose some changes in seasons-of-use. Our particular Allotments have been used in the winter. The Leppe is a winter allotment and 

allotment is the Lucin/Pilot Allotment and the Leppe Allotment. We have the Lucin/Pilot Allotment is also used at other times. There has not been a 

always run in the Leppe in the winter. Now, winter to me, is January to March. proposal to eliminate winter use in either allotment. Winter use in these 
allotments was mistakenly not included in the draft RMP. We apologize for 

"And in the proposed changes under Alternative Two in the Lucin/Pilot thfs error and have included the winter use in the proposed plan. 

Allotment, they ask for a change. And we have also run in that allotment in 
winter. 

"But in this discussion there is no mention of any winter grazing. The 
season-of-use seems to run from June 1 to December 31. And there is nothing 
in this area for winter grazing. But that is a traditional winter allotment. 
It always has been." 
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Comment 18: Dean Stephens 

“NOW, I'm interested in 
for a number of years. And 
those lines. But since you 
to let people know what the 
it done." 

converting sheep AlJMs to cattle AllMs and have been 
I have not been able to get anything done along 
now have a system, I think it would be very good 
system is and how you apply for that thing to get 

Comment 19: Dean Stephens 

"I am also concerned about a statement, a plan -- the area of Critical 
Environmental Concern. Our particular aiiotment, the LuciniPiiot is iisted as 
a potential area of critical environmental concern. And I would like to be 
more clearly informed as to what that would be in regard to the effect of us 
as grazers on our national lands." 

Comment 20: .Dean Stephens 

"There is another statement in the paper that says that an area in 
Section 28, which is on Morrison -- you call it Donner Creek -- that there 
will be no mineral development allowed in that particular section. 

"I traded that section to the BLM. And in the trade, we retained the 
mineral rights to that section. So the fact that you may own the ground, the 
mineral rights are still ours. And I find it difficult to believe that you 
could preclude our using those mineral rights -- unless you'd like to buy 
them." 

Coannent 21: Dean Stephens 

"There is another inaccuracy in this particular report. It says that the 
Bettridge Creek area is water that is owned by Wendover City. That's 
incorrect. That water is owned by ourselves. The interest of Wendover City 
ends at Donner Creek. 

Response 18 

Conversion of class of livestock is accomplished under BLM regulations and 
District policy on a case-by-case basis. It is recommended that an 
application be made in writing to the District staff. 

Response 19 E 

The proposed ACEC on Dormer and Bettridge Creek s in the Pilot Mountains will 
not significantly affect livestock use in the imnediate area. In the worst ; 
case, the ACEC plan might require elimination of grazing on approximately 
100 acres along and adjacent to the two streams. Access by livestock to water 
wouls be allowed at all points below the areas of occurrence of the threatened r 

Lahontan cutthroat trout. In the probable case, the exclosure on Bettridge I 
Creek will be maintained, and the lightly vegetated stream reach that extends 
perhaps 200 yards above the water box on Donner Creek could be fenced. These 
exclosures would result in the removal of livestock use on about 10 to 15 
acres. 

Section 28 was not included in the acreage proposed for mineral withdrawal 
because the mineral rights are yours. Section 28 is also available for fluid 
mineral recovery subject to special stipulations where so designated and to no 
surface occupancy by equipment where so designated. 

Response 20 

Response 21 

This correction has been made. (See revisions and corrections for page 82.) 
2 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES OF THE 
PROPOSED PLAN 

This section describes the significant 
environmental consequences that would result 
from implementing the proposed Box Elder 
Resource Management Plan (RMP). The 
analysis assumptions stated on page 103 of the 
Draft RMP/EIS apply to the following analysis. 

Impacts On Lands 

No impacts to lands (realty) actions would 
result from implementing the Proposed Plan. 

Impacts on Minerals 

Locatable Minerals 

The existing withdrawal of 6,840 acres of public 
water reserves would continue. Because these 
tracts are small and highly scattered, no 
significant impacts to locatable minerals would 
result. An additional 381 acres is proposed for 
withdrawal. The 381 acres include the portions 
of Bettridge and Donner Creeks on public land 
on the east side of the Pilot Mountains. The 
closest mining area to these creeks is the Lucin 
District, located 12 miles to the north, in 
Mississippian limestone and surrounding rocks. 
Thousands of feet of other rocks overlie 
economically minable limestone within the 
proposed withdrawal area. Because no mining 
is likely to occur in the alluvial placers on the 
east side of the Pilot Range, the proposed 
withdrawal would not.significantly affect 
locatable mineral development. 

Any large scale exploration or mining operation 
may require additional analysis and special 
operating stipulations. Locatable mineral 
activities within proposed ACECs would require 
detailed mining plans. 

Fluid Minerals 

About 79 percent (800,732 acres) of the Federal 
mineral estate would be open (Category 1) for 
fluid mineral leasing. There would be no 
adverse impacts to exploration or development 
since there would be no special restrictions on 
these lands 

Category 2 areas, totalling 213,726 acres, would 
be open with special stipulations as 
appropriate. No activities would be allowed 
during certain seasons on 125,440 acres to 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

protect wildlife values. Of this acreage, 83,840 
acres of crucial winter range for mule deer 
would be closed from December 1 through April 
15 each year. Another 17,920 acres would be 
closed from March 1 through July 15 in order to 
protect crucial raptor nesting sites. The 
remaining 23,680 acres would be closed from 
March 15 through June 15 to protect sage 
grouse breeding complexes. These lands would 
be available for fluid minerals activities through 
the remainder of the year, although subject to 
any other special stipulations that may be 
required to protect resource values. 
Approximately 149,715 acres, including some of 
the above acreag.e, would be subject to special 
stipulations including those necessary to 
protect riparian habitat and aquatic areas, 
watersheds, and VRM Class II and III areas. 
These stipulations could affect the locations 
and costs of fluid mineral development. 

No surface occupancy (Category 3) would be 
permitted on 3,861 acres. This would require 
slant drilling from adjacent lands to recover any 
mineral reserve that may be present. In some 
cases where slant drilling would be impractical, 
the development of reserves could be 
precluded. 

Impacts on Range Resources 

Disposal or transfer of 8,317 acres would 
eliminate administrative problems related to 
management of isolated tracts of lands. Sale or 
exchange would eliminate 50 AUMs in the 
Curlew Junction Allotment (tract 32). The Yost 
Iso-tract (tracts 34, 35) and the Naf (tract 40) 
Allotments would be retained as public land if 
disposal to the Forest Service is not 
implemented. In either case, there would not be 
a reduction or elimination of AUMs. The Ida Ute 
Allotment (tract 39), if not transferred to the 
Forest Service, would be disposed of through 
sale; therefore, a loss of 6 AUMs would result. 
Disposal of these tracts could have some 
economic impact on the permittees; however, 
due to the number of AUMs involved, this 
impact would be insignificant. 

Eight miles of proposed physical access would 
facilitate ongoing range management practices 
such as monitoring, construction of range 
improvement projects, and use supervision. 
New access would also provide corridors for 
livestock movement and aid in maintenance of 
facilities such as fences and water troughs. This 
alternative should result in better distribution of 
livestock because permittees would have better 
access to other parts of the allotments, which 
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would ease the tasks of salting and herding 
livestock. Increased distribution of livestock 
should result in better dispersed utilization of 
forage, which would ease grazing impacts in 
traditional grazing areas. Diminishing the 
impacts on these areas and opening new 
grazing areas should increase vegetation over 
the long term. 

Livestock grazing would initially remain at 
active preference levels. Temporary increases 
would be permitted where additional forage has 
been determined to be available. Seral stage 
would remain static on all allotments because 
grazing use would be at proper levels. 

Twenty-five allotments, iincluding 2 spring, 5 
spring/fall, 8 summer, 7 winter, 2 
spring/fall/summer and 1 
spring/summer/fall/winter, would have some 
readjustment of season-of-use. All of the 
proposed changes in season-of-use would 
result in either maintained or improved 
condition of the vegetative resource by 
reducing or eliminating livestock use during the 
critical growing period. In addition, season-of- 
use adjustments would facilitate the 
implementation of grazing systems, thereby 
aiding in maintaining or improving the 
vegetative resource. Implementation of the 
proposed season-of-use changes would impact 
permittees economically in the short term due 
to having to find alternative feed sources for 
displaced livestock. In the long term, the 
resulting range condition should have positive 
economic impacts, especially during drier 
years, by insuring that forage would be 
available. 

livestock during the critical calving and lambing 
periods and in the winter when livestock are 
subject to environmental stress. Vandalism to 
facilities and maintenance costs for both BLM 
and affected livestock operators could increase. 

Limiting ORV use on 12,160 acres could reduce 
or eliminate livestock harassment during 
calving and lambing periods, and could reduce 
erosion, vegetation loss, and invasion of 
undesirable forage species in the short and long 
term. 

Impacts on Air Quality 

Impacts to air quality would occur from 
particulate matter and visible smoke resulting 
from such things as rangeland improvements, 
road construction, mineral development, and 
off-road vehicle use. Because the impacts 
would be of short duration, they would not be 
significant. 

Impacts on Soils and Watershed 

Land exchanges which block public lands 
would enhance watershed management by 
increasing the feasibility of improvement 
projects. 

Impacts of off-road vehicles to range resources 
are insignificant or highly localized at the 
present time. However, im the future, increased 
ORV use on 999,634 acres which will remain 
open could result in a short- and long-term 
decrease in vegetation, both in the immediately 
impacted sites and other areas surrounding the 
sites because of erosion. Removing either soil- 
holding species or desirable forage species 
would result in a significant invasion of 
undesirable plants such as halogeton, 
cheatgrass and rabbitbrush. This would 
diminish site potential, increase the probability 
of fire (cheatgrass), and increase livestock 
poisoning (halogeton). 

In some areas, ORVs, minerals exploration and 
development, natural erosion, and livestock 
grazing seasons would have significant effects 
on soils and vegetation. When these effects are 
adverse they result in lost or altered vegetation 
and soil loss through erosion. Erosion on 
disturbed areas would be manifested as rills, 
gullies, and increased sedimentation. 

Over time, ORVs increase the number of vehicle 
trails by traveling repeatedly over formerly 
roadless areas. This results in soil compaction 
and destruction of vegetation in wheel paths. In 
steeper areas, erosion would occur and ruts 
would develop within a short period of time. 
Watershed values decline as surface runoff, 
sedimentation and soil loss increase. Acreage 
affected cannot be determined, but the impact 
could be significant. 

Vehicle use during times of adverse weather 
could result in deterioration of public access 
roads from erosion damage. Unrestricted cross- 
country ORV use could result in harassment of 

On 999,634 acres that would be open to ORV 
use, soils and vegetation would not be 
protected from possible damage. Watershed 
values would benefit from limiting ORV use on 
12,160 acres. The benefiting areas would 
be: Red Butte Mountain, 7,630 acres; Devil’s 
Playground, 3,300 acres; Donner Creek, 640 
acres, Bettridge Creek, 320 acres; and although 
of very limited watershed significance, the old 
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Central Pacific Railroad Grade, 250 acres, 

Numerous small public water reserves would 
continue to be protected by the withdrawal of 
6,840 acres. Another 381 acres on Donner and 
Bettridge Creeks would be withdrawn from 
locatable mineral entry and also placed in 
Category 3 for fluid mineral leasing to protect 
against possible damage to watersheds. 

On 213,726 Category 2 acres, special 
stipulations would be applied to fluid mineral 
leases that would help protect watershed value. 
Slopes of 30 percent or greater would not be 
disturbed. No activities would be permitted 
within 600 feet of riparian/aquatic areas. This 
would protect about 3,535 acres of these areas 
from disturbance. 

around sage grouse strutting grounds may 
allow powerline poles to be use as raptor 
hunting perches in view of the strutting ground 
on flat terrain. However, the exceptions to the 
avoidance area criteria would allow this 
situation to be mitigated. The proposed new 
access in the Black Rock/Baker Hills/Dove 
Creek Allotments area should not significantly 
impact wildlife or wildlife habitat in the short or 
long term. 

Erosion on about 1,330 acres of critical and 
severe erosion areas on the Lucin-Pilot, White 
Lakes, South Kelton, Rosebud, and Dove Creek 
Allotments would continue. Over time, the 
amount of acreage involved would gradually 
increase. Rangeland, watershed, and wildlife 
values would continue to gradually decline as 
soil and vegetation would be removed by 
erosion. However, rangeland, watershed, and 
wildlife habitat values are relatively low in those 
areas and are of local significance only. 

No impacts would occur to watersheds from 
grazing levels since they are at the rangeland’s 
capacity. Season-of-use adjustments on 25 
allotments would reduce grazing during the 
critical growth period allowing the condition of 
grass and forb species to improve. This would 
benefit affected watersheds by increasing soil 
stability and water retention capability over the 
long term. 

Minerals exploration and development would 
have a negative impact on wildlife habitat on 
approximately 10,000 acres in the Lion 
Mountain and Kimball Creek areas and within 
the U&l and Kilgore Allotments, 

The proposed withdrawal of 381 acres from 
locatable mineral entry on Donner and 
Bettridge Creeks would provide protection for 
critical habitat of the threatened Lahontan 
cutthroat trout because mineral exploration and 
development would be excluded. 

As a result of the proposed fluid mineral leasing 
categories, impacts to wildlife habitat would be 
reduced on 83,840 acres of crucial mule deer 
winter range, 17,920 acres of raptor nest sites, 
and 23,680 acres of sage grouse breeding 
complexes. The condition of important wildlife 
habitats would be protected on 3,535 acres of 
riparian/aquatic habitat and 381 acres of critical 
habitat for the threatened Lahonton cutthroat 
trout along Donner and Bettridge Creeks. In 
addition, fluid mineral leasing restrictions on 
84,511 acres of VRM Class II and III areas and 
149,715 acres of crucial watershed areas will 
also help protect wildlife habitat values. 

Impacts on Wildlife 

Of the total 41 tracts (8,317 acres) proposed for 
disposal, approximately 7,659 acres on 37 tracts 
could be disposed into private ownership and 
therefore considered lost as public wildlife 
habitat. However, the habitat values on these 
tracts would be of less value than the other 
public lands. Wildlife habitat would not be lost 
on the tracts proposed for transfer to other 
agencies. Exchanging lands under the criteria 
identified in the proposed plan would maintain 
or increase wildlife habitat. Wildlife habitat 
values are expected to be maintained on the 
public lands identified for retention. 

Adopting the rights-of-way avoidance areas 
identified in the proposed plan would protect 
most wildlife habitat values. The 0.5 mile buffer 

The proposed decision to establish a 0.5-mile 
radius around sage grouse breeding complexes 
leaves 156,000 acres of these complexes without 
direct protection from fluid mineral exploration. 
However, on-the-ground alignment and timing 
should mitigate any adverse effects. 

The proposed decision to allow temporary 
forage increases for livestock would not reduce 
the authorized forage for wildlife. 

The season-of-use changes in the proposed 
plan should result in improved wildlife habitat 
conditions in the long term. 

The restrictions in the proposed plan for 
activities disturbing to wildlife will maintain 
wildlife habitat integrity and allow for increased 
wildlife reproduction and survival. 

Under the proposed plan, some wildlife 
harassment and habitat disturbance could 
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occur on the following areas which would 
remain open to ORV use: 20,300 acres of mule 
deer crucial winter range, 2,000 acres of raptor 
nest sites, 5,100 acres of sage grouse breeding 
complexes, and 240 acres of riparian/aquatic 
areas. Emergency ORV closures would be 
implemented if a situation becomes serious. 
The habitat disturbance and wildlife harassment 
would continue at a moderate, but not serious, 
rate. The Donner and Bettridge Creek areas 
would receive adequate protection for the 
Federally-threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout 
and its critical habitat. The ORV limitations on 
10,930 acres of VRM Class II areas would 
improve habitat conditions for numerous 
species. 

The proposed decision to establish the Donner 
and Bettridge Creek drainages as an ACEC will 
facilitate proper management of these areas to 
protect and enhance the watersheds and critical 
habitat of the Federally-threatened Lahontan 
cutthroat trout. This ACEC designation and 
required management plan will benefit all 
wildlife within this area. 

Impacts on Recreation 

Recreationists would be allowed to travel 
without ORV restrictions on 999,634 acres of 
public land designated as open for ORV use. All 
roads, trails, and roadless areas would be open 
for all uses including those such as hunting, 
fishing, sight-seeing, cross country travel, 
motorcycling, snowmobiling, hill-climbing, rock 
hounding, and visiting cultural or historical 
sites. 

On 12,160 acres, ORV use would be limited to 
existing roads and trails. This limitation would 
reduce accessibility to unroaded areas for 
recreation uses and preclude or limit recreation 
activities in areas away from roads and trails. 
Areas where this limitation would occur are Red 
Butte Mountain (7,630 acres) and Devil’s 
Playground (3,300 acres). Recreation at Donner 
Creek (640 acres), Bettridge Creek (320 acres), 
and the old Central Pacific Railroad Grade (250 
acres) would not be significantly impacted 
because of the small acreages involved. 

Impacts on Visual Resources 

Rights-of-way for facilities that would be visible 
or that would leave significant visual evidence 
of their presence must avoid, where possible, 
Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class II 
and III areas (84,511 acres). This restriction 

would minimize degredation of the scenic 
qualities of these areas. Where avoidance would 
not be possible, stipulations would be applied 
to reduce the impacts through rehabilitation of 
disturbed surface, strategic placement, color 
requirements, and design of surface features, In 
spite of the stipulations, however, some adverse 
impacts to scenic quality could occur. 

ORV use would be limited to existing roads and 
trails on all VRM Class II areas. This limitation 
would protect 10,930 acres from reduced scenic 
quality that could result from the development 
of new trails caused by off-road travel. VRM 
Class III (73,581 acres) would be open to 
unlimited ORV travel. Conditions in these areas 
do not presently warrant ORV limitations, but 
the potential for surface scars from new trails 
would continue. 

All Class IV lands would also be open to ORV 
use. Impacts to visual resources as a result of 
ORV activity on these lands would not be 
significant. 

Fluid minerals exploration and development on 
VRM Class II and III areas would be required to 
locate and design activities in a way to meet the 
VRM criteria. This would preclude any 
significant adverse impacts to scenic values. 
Activities on VRM Class IV areas would not 
significantly affect visual resources. 

Impacts on Cultural Resources 

On 999,634 acres designated as open to ORV 
use, prehistoric and historic cultural sites would 
be accessible. Some sites could be disturbed or 
destroyed, either by unwitting disturbance or 
willful tampering and theft. 

On 12,160 acres, ORV use would be limited to 
existing roads and trails or designated roads. 
This would reduce accessibility to cultural sites 
on Red Butte Mountain (7,630 acres), Devil’s 
Playground (3,300 acres), Donner Creek (640 
acres), Bettridge Creek (320 acres) and the Old 
Central Pacific Railroad Grade (250 acres). 
Reduced accessibility would result in less 
intentional and unintentional disturbance of 
cultural sites. 

Impacts on Forest Resources 

No impacts would result. 
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Impacts on Fire Management 

Limiting ORV use on 12,160 acres would reduce 
the potential for man-caused fire by restricting 
vehicles from cross-country travel, thus 
reducing recreation related fires and eliminating 
vehicular ignition sources. As a result, 
watershed would be protected and fire 
suppression costs in these areas would be 
reduced. The hazard of man-caused fires would 
continue on 999,634 acres open to ORV use. 

income of $27,182 as a result of a 75 percent 
increase in use above current levels. Although 
all sheep operations are figured into this 
average, only those operations which have 
taken substantial non-use would experience a 
significant increase in income. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Impacts on Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern 

Land disposals would cause the permanent loss 
of 8,317 acres from public ownership unless the 
tract is transferred to another Federal agency. 
Any resource values on these lands except 
minerals would be lost. 

Withdrawal from locatable mineral entry and 
designation as Category 3 for fluid mineral 
leasing would protect ;a threatened fish species 
and water quality on 381 acres in the proposed 
Donner Creek-Bettridge Creek Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC). Limited ORV 
use designation on 980 acres in the proposed 
ACEC would improve protection of the same 
values. 

Category 3 fluid mineral designation on 1,240 
acres along the proposed old Central Pacific 
Railroad Grade ACEC would protect the grade 
from associated damages. On 250 acres along 
the grade, ORV use would be designated as 
limited. Motorized vehicles would be required to 
remain on existing roads and trails. This would 
enhance protection of historic values on and 
adjacent to the proposed ACEC. 

The proposed railroad grade ACEC crosses Box 
Elder County in a general east-west direction. 
Future rights-of-way requiring north-south 
routing would need to cross the grade and 
would visually intrude on the ACEC if requiring 
above ground features. 

Minerals, if present, would not be recovered on 
7,221 acres withdrawn from locatable mineral 
entry. No surface occupancy for fluid mineral 
leasing would be allowed on 3,861 acres. This 
could increase mineral recovery costs or 
completely preclude development. Special 
stipulations required for fluid mineral 
development on 213,726 Category 2 acres could 
affect the locations and costs of fluid mineral 
development. 

Adjustment of season-of-use for livestock 
grazing on 25 allotments could result in some 
operators having to feed livestock longer from 
other sources until later spring turnout dates 
are reached. 

Erosion would continue on 1,330 acres in five 
areas of critical or severe erosion. 

Impacts on Socioeconomics 

Ranch capital value would not change because 
active livestock preference would remain the 
same. Ranch capital value would increase on 
allotments where temporary AUM increases are 
made permanent. Cattle operations would 
increase their actual [use by an average of 4 
percent above current levels. Activating this 
increase would result in increased costs, or 
income losses of $94 to the small dependency 
cow-yearling operation, $45 to the small 
dependency cow-cal,f operation, and $63 to the 
medium dependency cow-calf operation. 

The small dependency ewe-lamb operation 
would experience an average increase in 

Treatments and improvements that would be 
needed to meet planning objectives could cause 
scenic disturbance, accelerated erosion, 
vegetation changes, lower wildlife habitat 
quality, and reduced forage for livestock and 
wildlife. In most cases these impacts would be 
mitigated or diminish over time. 

On 999,634 acres that would be open to ORV 
use, soils and vegetation would not be 
protected from possible damage. Some cultural 
or historical sites would be damaged or 
destroyed by willful or unwitting disturbances 
by ORV users. Recreation opportunities would 
be reduced on 12,160 acres where motorized 
vehicles would be required to remain on 
existing roads and trails. 

Irreversible And Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

Disposal of public lands would result in an 
irreversible and irretrievable loss of disposed 
lands and their resources, except for mineral 
values, 
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Any minerals extracted would be irreversibly 
and irretrievably lost. Soil lost through ground 
disturbing activities would be irretrievable and, 
in most cases, irreversible within the span of 
several decades. 

In areas of land treatments, land and vegetation 
would be committed for the lives of the projects. 
Vegetation production lost on treated a.reas 
prior to rehabilitation would be irretrievable. 
Where surface activities permanently remove 
vegetation, vegetation production would be 
irreversibly and irretrievablly lost. 

The loss of wildlife habitat through land 
disposal or other actions that would 
permanently alter the character of the land 
would be an irreversible and irretrievable loss. 
Lost habitat for game animals would 
permanently remove those areas from hunting 
opportunities. 

Short-Term Use Versus Long- 
Term Productivity 

Disposal of 8,317 acres of public land would 
increase resource management efficiency in the 
short and long term. Resources found on these 
tracts would be lost from public use; however, 
most of these resources are currently 
unavailable because of the location and limited 
access to the tracts. 

Eight miles of new physical access in three 
locations would facilitate resource management 
opportunities in the short and long term. 

Season-of-use changes for livestock grazing 
could impact permittees in the short term due to 
the necessity of finding alternative feed sources 
for displaced livestock. In the long term, the 
resulting improved range condition would 
insure that forage would be available. 

Designation of lands in Categories 2 or 3 for 
fluid mineral leasing would reduce or eliminate 
both wildlife disturbance and soil erosion in the 
short and long term. In areas designated open 
to fluid mineral leasing, these impacts would 
continue. In areas open to locatable mineral 
development, periodic wildlife disturbance and 
soil erosion could occur in the short and long 
term. 

Designating public lands open for ORV use 
would result in a loss of vegetation, increased 
fires, and disturbances of wildlife and livestock 
in the short and long term. Impacts would be 
reduced or eliminated in areas designated as 

limited for ORV use. 

Where treatments and improvements would be 
used to improve livestock, wildlife, or watershed 
related vegetative conditions, short-term 
adverse impacts would occur to soils, scenic 
quality, forage, and habitat. In the long term, 
adverse impacts would cease and beneficial 
effects would occur. 

REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS 

This section contains the revisions and 
corrections made to the Draft RMP/EIS. All 
page numbers listed below refer to the Draft 
document and are~in numerical order. 

Page 1, Alternative 1, third paragraph-change 
16,356 AUMs for wildlife to 16,536 AUMs for 
wildlife. 

Page 3, Lands, first paragraph-change to: 

No environmental consequences would 
result to lands actions as a result of any of 
the alternatives. 

Page 4, Wildlife Habitat, second paragraph- 
change first two sentences to: 

Continued early spring livestock grazing 
would increase the sagebrush composition 
and reduce the grass and forb composition. 
This vegetative change would improve mule 
deer and sage grouse wintering habitat under 
Alternatives 1 and 4, while sage grouse 
nesting and brooding habitat and habitat for 
other species would decline. Under 
Alternatives 2 and 3, a reduction of spring 
grazing would decrease wintering habitat 
conditions for sage grouse and mule deer; 
other species’ habitat, including sage grouse 
nesting and brooding habitat, would improve. 

Page 10, Issue 2: Vegetation Management, 
under Needed Decisions -change fifth 
decision to: 

How should crucial wildlife habitat be 
managed to maintain or improve the existing 
habitat conditions? 

Page 11, Issue 4: Off-Road Vehicle Use, first 
paragraph, second sentence-change to: 

Wildlife such as mule deer, sage grouse, and 
nesting raptors are some times harassed by 
ORV users during critical periods. 

Page 13, Table l-l : Change Golden Spike 
National Monument to Golden Spike Historic 
Site. 
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Page 26, Alternative 2, Objective-change first 
sentence to read: 

This alternative provides a balance between 
resource development and resource 
protection. 

Page 26, Issue 2: Vegetation Management- 
change third sentence to: 

For deer and elk, current levels are what 
UDWR desires for management of existing 
herds. Big game use would also include a 
reintroduction of 60 sheep in the Pilot 
Mountains (same as Alternative 1). 

Page 46, Alternative 3: Objective-change first 
sentence to: 

This alternative gives priority to protection or 
enhancement of resource values. 

Page 72, Caption for photograph-change to: 

Abandoned Tungsten Mine Near Rabbit 
Springs 

Page 73, last paragraph, last sentence-Delete 
wildlife. 

Page 74, Poisonous Plants and Noxious 
Weeds-change milevetch to milkvetch. 

Page 74, second column, first paragraph- 
change first sentence to: 

Noxious weed control is the responsibility of 
the State, Box Elder County, and the private 
landowners. 

Page 75, Table 3-1, Desert Shrub/Saltbush- 
delete Salina wildrye and insert Salmon 
wildrye/Elymus ambiguous var. salmonis. 

Page 82, fourth paragraph-delete second 
sentence. 

Page 88, second paragraph, second sentence- 
change to: 

Domestic sheep on the Pilot, Newfoundland, 
and Raft River Mountain ranges could 
transmit diseases to the nonimmune native 
sheep. 

Page 93, Raptors, first paragraph, third 
sentence-change to: 

Species known to use the area are the bald 
and golden eagles, rough-legged hawk, 
marsh hawk, Cooper’s hawk, sharp-skinned 
hawk, prairie falcon, merlin, American 
kestrel, osprey, turkey vulture, great horned 
owl, barn owl, burrowing owl, long-eared 
owl, short-eared owl, and screech owl. 

Page 93, Raptors, first paragraph-add the 
following sentence: 

Other important prey species include the 
Belling groundsquirrel, cottontail rabbit, 
yellow-bellied marmot, kangaroo rat, wood 
rat, and numerous birds and reptiles. 

Page 97, (Threatened, Endangered, and 
Sensitive Species, continued)-insert new 
paragraph after third paragraph: 

The river otter occurs in Goose Creek (also 
historically found in the Raft River); this otter 
along with the sharp-tailed grouse and the 
pygmy rabbit are considered State sensitive 
species. 

Page 98, Cultural Resources, second paragraph 
last sentence-change introduction of pinyon 
pine to advent of pinyon pine. 

Page 99, second paragraph-change 
Promontory Point to Promontory Summit. 

Page 103, Analysis Assumptions-add: 

7. Implementation of an alternative or 
combination of alternatives will not adversely 
impact any endangered, threatened, or 
sensitive species since this protection is 
mandated by laws and regulations and will be 
dealt with on a case-by-case basis for each 
activity undertaken. 

Page 110, Alternative 1, insert after third 
paragraph: 

The lack of fencing or adequate protection of 
riparian/aquatic habitats would allow 
continued or increased soil erosion, bank 
instability, sedimentation and a decrease in 
water quality. The riparian/aquatic habitat 
conditions would remain at fair or poor or 
may even decrease in some situations. 

Page 110, Alternative 2, insert after third 
paragraph: 

The lack of fencing or adequate protection of 
riparian/aquatic habitats would result in the 
same effects as described under Alternative 
1. 

Page 112, Alternative 4, third paragraph- 
change allotaments to allotments. 

Page 112, Alternative 4, insert after fifth 
paragraph: 

The lack of fencing or adequate protection or 
riparian/aquatic habitats would result in the 
same effects as described under Alternative 
1. 

Page 121, Table 4-2, Alternative 2, change 
column to: 
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-$94 

-$45 

-$63 

+$27,182 
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APPENDIX 1 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF WITHDRAWAL U-52338 

T. 12N, R. 8W., 
Sec. 26, NE%NW% 
Sec. 27, NW%SE% 

T. llN., R.9W., 
Sec. 5, SW%SW% 

T. 13N., R. low., 
Sec. 5, NE%NW% 
Sec. 12, SW%NW% 

T. 14N., R. low., 
Sec. 32, SW%SE% 
Sec. 33, NW%SW% 

T. 9N., R. llW., 
Sec. 26, Lot 1 

T. lON., R. llW., 
Sec. 8, Lot 3 

T. 12N., R. 12W., 
Sec. 10, S&NE% 

T. 5N., R. 13W., 
Sec. 5, SW%SE% 

T. 6N., R. 13W., 
Sec. 30, Lot 6 

T. 13N., R. 14W., 
Sec. 14, SE%NW% 

T. 8N., R. 15W., 
Sec. 7, Lot 3 

T. llN., R. 15W., 
Sec. 14, NW%NW% 
Sec. 22, NE%NW% 
Sec. 28, SE%NW% 

T. 12N., R. 15W., 
Sec. 22, N&NW% 
Sec. 30, SE%NW% 

T. 14N., R. 15W., 
Sec. 22, SE%NW% 
Sec. 23, Lot 3 
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T. lON., R. 
Sec. 6, 
Sec. 12, 
Sec. 13, 
Sec. 24, 

T. llN., R. 
Sec. 18, 
Sec. 30, 

T. 12N R. 
See: '32, 
Sec. 33, 

T. 14N., R. 
Sec. 7, 
Sec. 17, 

16W., 
NE%SW% 
NW%NW% 
SE%SW% 
SW%SW%, SE%NW% 

16W., 
Lots 1, 2, &NE%, SE%SW%, SW%SE%, SE%NW% 
N&SW%, NE%NW%, SW%NW% 

16W., 
W+NE% 
NE%SW%, NE%SE% 

MW., 
!&SE% 
SE%NE% 

T. 9N., R. 17W., 
Sec. 13, NW%SW% 

T. UN., R. 17W., 
Sec. 1, SW%SW%, SW%NE% 
Sec. 3, NE%SE% 
Sec. 6, Lots 4, 6 
Sec. 10, NW%SE% 
Sec. 13, SW%NE%, SE%NW%, NE%NE% 
Sec. 14, SE%SE%, W&SW%, SE%SW%, NW%NE% 
Sec. 18, NW%SE%, SW%SW%, SE%SE% 
Sec. 23, &SW%, SE%NE%, NW%NW% 
Sec. 24, N%SW%, NE%NW% 
Sec. 31, SE%SE% 
Sec. 32, SW%SW%, WUW% 
Sec. 33, SE%NE% 

T. 12N., R. 17W., 
Sec. 9, NE%NW% 
Sec. 10, SE%SW%, NE%NE%, NE%NW% 
Sec. 11, SW%NE% 
Sec. 31, Lot 4 
Sec. 36, Lot 1, SE%NE%, NW%NE% 

T. 13N., R. 17W., 
Sec. 22, NW%NE% 
Sec. 23, NW%NW%, SW%SE% 
Sec. 27, SW%SE% 
Sec. 33, NE%NW% 
Sec. 34, NE%NE% 
Sec. 35, SW%SW% 

T. 14N., R. 17W., 
Sec. 6, Lots 16 and 20 
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T. 8N., R. 18W., 
Sec. 3, SE%NW% 
Sec. 4, SW%NE% 
Sec. 6, SE%SE% 
Sec. 24, NE%, N%NW%, SW%NW% 

T. llN., R. 18w., 
Sec. 13, SW%SW%, SE%SE%, SE%NW%, S%NW%SE%, N%SW%SE%, 

SW%SW%SE%, SE%SE%SW% 

T. 12N., R. 18W., 
Sec. 5, NW%SW% 
Sec. 18, SW%SE%, EbSW%, SW%NE% 

T. 13N., R. 18W., 
Sec. 29, W%NE% 
Sec. 31, NW%SE% 

T. 14N., R. 18W., 
Sec. 5, SW%SE% 
Sec. 6, SW%SE% 
Sec. 8, NW%NW% 
Sec. 9, NW%NW% 
Sec. 18, NE%NE%, E%NW%, SW%SE% 
Sec. 19, &NE%, NE%NE% 
Sec. 30, NE%NE%, SW%SE% 
Sec. 31, NW%NE% 

T. 15N., R. 18W., 
Sec. 33, SE%NE% 
Sec. 34, SW%SW% 
Sec. 35, Lot 1, SW%SE% 

T. 4N., R. 19W., 
Sec. 10, NE%SW%, SW%SE% 

T. 5N., R. 19W., 
Sec. 4, NW%NE% 
Sec. 10, SW%SE% 
Sec. 14, W%NW% 
Sec. 26, NW%NW%, NW%SW% 

T. 6N., R. 19W., 
Sec. 4, Lot 3 
Sec. 10, SW%NE% 
Sec. 14, NE%SW%, SW%SW% 
Sec. 26, &NW% 
Sec. 34, NE%NE%, NE%SE% 
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T. llN.,R. 19W., 
Sec. 1, Lot 1 
Sec. 4, Lot 1 
Sec. 9, Lot 1 
Sec. 26, NE%SE% 

T. 12N., R. 19W., 
Sec. 33, SE%SW% 

T. 13N., R. 19W., 
Sec. 1, SE%SW% 
Sec. 12, NW%SW% 
Sec. 13, NW%NE% 
Sec. 22, NE%SM% 

T. 14N., R. 19W., 
Sec. 13, NW%SM%, NW%SE% 
Sec. 24, NE%NE%, NE%SW%, NE%SE%, SW%SE% 
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APPENDIX 2 
PROPCISED INITIAL LIVESTOCK FORAGE USE BY ALLOTMENT 

LIVESTOCK USE (AUMS) 
Total 

Domestic 
Number Allotment Cattle Sheep Horses 

L;+$stock 

5034 
5035 
5036 
5037 
5038 
5039 
5040 
5041 
5042 

%i 
5045 
5046 
5047 
5048 

%I: 
5051 
5052 

w 

%s5 
5057 
5058 

5% 
5062 
5063 

3% 

E8E 

%i 
5071 
5072 
5073 
5074 

EK 
5077 
5078 

%i 
5081 
5082 

s% 
5085 
5086 
5087 
5088 

%Y 
5092 
5093 
5094 

Goose Creek 
Viipont 
Junction Creek 
Raft River 
Yost Pastures 
Janeys Spring 
Hardesty Creek 
Grouse Creek 
Dry Canyon 

#::a11 Creek 
Death Creek 
Buckskin 
Red Butte 
Ingham 
Muddy Creek 
Ingham Pass 
Dairy Valley 
Cycle Springs 
Rosebud 
Kilgore 
White Lakes 
Pine Creek 
;w; Springs 

Watercress 
Yost Iso Tract 
Lucin/Pilot 
Leppe 
Warm Springs 
Newfoundland 
Basin L & L 
Young Brothers 
Ward 
Mann 
Matlin 
Red Dome 
h;n;mLGoring 

Pritchett Block 
Dove Creek 
Pe lin 
Ba er Hills & 
Black Rock 
l%osette 
Hirschi 
Shaw Spring 
South Kelton 
Fisher Creek 
Ten Mile 
North Kelton 
Curlew Junction 
Snowville 
Salt Wells 
Rozelle Flat 
2~;;:; Spike 

Ida f 

2,140 

584: 
212 

1,206 
438 

1,713 
3,432 
1,161 

629 
1,179 

424 
515 
937 
802 
501 

80 
442 
399 
729 
268 

21: 
1,682 

914 

349i 
871 
160 

44i 

' *06Z 

I: 

i 

: 

1.02: 
0 

316 
159 

60 
25 

272: 

4Fi 
220 

2,6;: 
401 
336 
131 
132 

7 

Ida-Ute 6 

Total 29,850 

0 

: 
0 

i 

: 

I 
0 

i 

i 
0 

i 
0 
0 

1,500 

t 

i 

1,77: 
1,120 

4.59: 
922 

1,660 
400 
448 
480 
384 
924 

36i 

28: 

! 

8 

i 

: 

i 
686 

i 

i 
0 

25 

00 
0 
0 

8: 
17 

2; 
0 

12 
0 

i 

i 
0 

300 
0 

1: 

E 
0 
0 
0 

i 

: 
0 

00 

i 
0 

0 

lot 

t 

8 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 
0 
0 

2,165 

5:: 
212 

1,206 
438 

M 
11178 

629 
1,201. 

424 

5:: 

iz: 

4:: 
399 
729 
298 

1,500 
216 

1,698 
914 
390 

2.6:: 
1,280 

440 
4,493 
1,986 
1,660 

400 
448 
480 

;I: 

36a9 
1 ,;g 

316 
159 

60 
0 

272; 

4;: 
220 

3,3z 
401 
336 
131 
132 

7 

0 0 6 

15,539 315 45,704 
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APPENDIX 3 

PROPOSED BIG GAME FORAGE USE 

ALLOTMENT 

Number Name 

BIG GAME AUMs 

Deer Elk 
1 i 

Pronghorn B:s2;n EiiZ Uieg 

5034 

:x3365 

E87 
5039 
5040 
5041 
5042 
5043 
5044 

Es5 

Ki 
5049 
5050 
5051 
5052 
5053 
5054 
5055 
5056 
5057 
5058 
5059 
5060 
5062 
5063 

2% 
5066 
5067 
5068 
5070 
5071 
5072 
5073 
5074 
5075 
5076 

Es7 

xi 
5081 
5082 

E 

m 

KE 
5090 
5091 

%32 

%Z 

Goose Creek . 

Y:!F!:on Creek 
Raft River 
Yost Pasture 
Janey's Spring 
Hardesty Creek 
Grouse Creek 
Dry Canyon 

K'!igall Creek 
Death Creek 
Buckskin 
Red Butte 
Ingham 
Muddy Creek 
Ingham 
Dairy Valley 
Cycle Springs 
Rosebud 
Kilgore 
White Lakes 
Pine Creek 
Owl Springs 
u & I 
Watercress 
Yost Isotract Tracts 
Lucin/Pilot 
Leppe 
Warm Springs 
Newfoundland 
Basin L & L 
Young Brothers 
Ward 
Mann 
Matlin 
Red Dome 
Selman/Goring 
Terrace 
Pritchett Block 
Dove Creek 
Pe lin 
Ba Ii er Hills 
Black Rolck 
Rosette 
Hirschi 
Shaw Springs 
South Kelton 
Fisher Creek 
Ten Mile 
North Kelton 
Curlew Junction 
Snowville 
Salt Wells 
Rogelle Flats 
Golden Spike 
Conner 
Ida-Ute 
Naf 

TOTALS 15,570 

360 
105 
341 

2: 
424 

2307 

776 
776 

'597 
430 

1,;;; 

214 
414 
493 
732 
480 
859 
943 

2380 

00 
379 

510s 
0 

00 

i 
0 

00 
0 

224 

00 

1720 

195 
0 

109 

"i 

0 

00 

! 
0 

0 

i 

t 

ii 

00 

i 

i 

H 

8 

i 
0 

00 

ii 

i 
344 

i 
0 

00 

i 
0 

ii 
0 

: 
0 

: 

z 
0 
0 

i 

8 

i 

i 
0 

344 

i 

i 
0 
0 
0 

i 

: 

i 

i 

; 
0 

i 

19: 

'25: 

25: 

! 

3: 

22t 

f $ 

%i 
44 

3: 

5; 

i 

7: 

i 

,iii 
326 

0 

ii 

t 
0 

! 
i 
0 

ii 

: 

11 

z 

i 
0 

x 

i 

8 

i 

: 

6: 

8 
184' 

0 

8 

8 

i 

: 

ii 

i 
0 

: 
0 
0 

I 

x 

! 
0 
0 
0 

E 
341 

,,s 
424 

2,317 
670 
776 

:5: 

4:: 
1 ,yg 

214 
414 
493 
732 

% 

3 

3iE 

1,04: 

51; 
184' 

36 

22: 

f3 

El 
44 

0 
260 

Z% 

1;; 
96 

:t 

'2 

'V 

32g 

i 

Pi 
0 

1,586 248 17,748 

1 184 AUMs of bighorn sheep use is dependent upon the permittee voluntarily 
relinquishing his domestic sheep permit or converting the permit to cattle 
use. (See Proposed Wildlife Decision 3.1 
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